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Current Topics. 


WE print elsewhere the Regulations which have been made 
by the Secretary of State as to the rates and scales of payment 
which may be made under the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903, 
for the expenses of the defence. It will be observed that the 
more important rules “for carrying the Act into effect” are not 
yet issued, and if rumour is correct, may not be expected to 
appear for some time. 





Tue Arrgat List for the ensuing sittings shews a satisfactory 
working down of arrears. There are only 258 appeals, as 
against 348 at the commencement of the Michaelmas Sittings, 
and 432 a year ago. There are only 61 appeals from the 
Chancery Division, in place of 102 at the commencement of the 
Michaelmas Sittings, and there are 131 appeals from the King’s 
Bench Division. 





Tue Cuancery Cause List remains at about the average 
number for the Hilary Sittings. There is a total of 294 causes 
and matters, and at the same time last year there were 303. 
There were 377 at the commencement of the Michaelmas 
Sittings. There are 37 company matters for hearing. 





Tuer Kine’s Bencu Cause Lists have fallen from 903 causes at 
the commencement of the Michaelmas Sittings to 796. There 
were 809 a year ago. The actions for trial number 563, as 
against 656 a year ago. 





THE WEEK after next the Law Society will commence a new 
branch of its educational work by initiating a series of 
classes intended to prepare candidates for the LL.B. examina- 
tions of the University of London. The first class, on the subject 
of Jurisprudence, will be held by the Principal (Professor Jznxs) 
on Friday, the 22nd inst., at 9 a.m. (the hour chosen by the 
students themselves), and will be continued on Tuesdays and 
Fridays at similar hours during the term. Classes in Roman 
Law and Constitutional Law will follow in due course. The 
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classes are open to all students. Names should reach the 
Principal, at the Law Society’s hall, not later than the 12th 
inst. The fee for each course of twelve classes is £1. 





WE cannot be surprised that the Japanese Government, in 
view of a possible war with Russia, hurried on their purchase of 
men-of-war from one of the South American States, so that it 
might be concluded before any outbreak of hostilities. In Hall 
on International Law, section 217, it is stated that the general 
principle that a mercantile act is not a violation of strict 
neutrality is pressed too far when it is made to cover the sale of 
munitions or vessels of war by a state. The nation is excep- 
tionally unfortunate which is forced to get rid of surplus stores 

recisely at the moment when their purchase is useful to a 

lligerent. The learned author refers to the case in 1825 of 
the Swedish Government, who, having sold three of their frigates 
to an English firm, who it afterwards appeared were acting on 
behalf of Mexico, then in revolt against the mother country— 
upon complaint by Spain, rescinded the contract at some loss to 
themselves. 





Ar tHE Christmas Quarter Sessions for the West Riding of 
Yorkshire, on Monday, the chairman referred to the action of 
DaruinG, J., at the recent Leeds Assizes in refusing to try certain 
prisoners. ‘I'he occurrence was commented upon in our issue of 
the 12th ult. It will be remembered that the learned judge 
remitted a number of prisoners to quarter sessions for trial, on 
the ground that the cases were not of sufficient importance for 
assizes. The chairman explained that the magistrates, when 
committing these prisoners for trial, had in view the general 
feeling that it was a matter of hardship and difficulty to keep 
—_ in prison for an excessive period while awaiting trial. 

he learned judge had also stated that quarter sessions could be 
fixed so asto relieve the assizes. But, as a matter of fact, so far 
as the county justices are concerned, the quarter sessions are 
fixed by the statute 11 Geo, 4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 70. And, although 
the Quarter Sessions Act, 1894, gives power to the justices to 
alter the time of holding such sessions, the limit of fourteen days 
allowed by that Act would not, as a matter of fact, relieve the 
Leeds Autumn Assizes, which generally occupy the first fort- 
night of December. But, as the chairman observed, the gaols 
could be cleared by reverting to an old custom of holding inter- 
mediate sessions before the assizes. It should, however, be 
pointed out that prisoners sent for trial to the Leeds Assizes 
include persons committed, not only by the West Riding justices 
but also by the stipendiary magistrates and justices of a number 
of cities and boroughs whose quarter sessions are fixed by their 
recorders and not by statute. 





A set of Companies (Winding-up) Rules have been issued 
which replace the various sets of rules which have been hitherto 
in force. The original rules were contained in the General 
Order of 1862, but the changes made by the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, rendered these ioapplicable, and 
save with respect to cases under winding-up orders made 
before the Ist of January, 1891, they were replaced by 
the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890. Since that year 
there have been several further sets of rules, but all these are 
now revoked, the General Order of 1862 still continuing 
however, to regulate winding-up matters commenced 
before the Ist of January, 1891. In general, the arrange- 
ment of the new rules follows that of the rules of 
1890, and their convenience appears to be rather in the 
consolidation which they effect than in any changes of 
practice. It may be noticed that rule 6 repeats the existing 
list of matters which must be heard in open court, including 
petitions, public examinations, and proceedings under section 10 
of the Act of 1890, to assess damages against delinquent 
officers of a company and promoters, and provides 
that any other matter or application may be heard in 
chambers, Moreover, under rule 7 the registrar may, under the 
general or special directions of the judge, hear avy matter which 
can be heard in chambers, and any matter before the registrar 
may be adjourned before the judge either in chambers or in 





court. Rule 86 embodies the principle that a petition 4 
presented in the interests of creditors and contributoriq 
generally, and when this step has once been taken, the com 
cannot get rid of the petition merely by settling with th 
petitioning creditor. Thus it is provided that when a petitiong 
consents to withdraw his petition or to allow it to be dismi 
the court may, upon such terms as it may think just, substitu 
as petitioner any creditor or contributory who, in the opinion of 
the court, would have a right to present a petition, and who is 
desirous of prosecuting the petition. 





Rote 137 of the new Companies (Winding-up) Rules repro. 
duces the provision that the remuneration of a liquidator appointed 
by the court is, unless the court otherwise orders, to be 
fixed by the committee of inspection, and is to be in the 
nature of a commission partly on assets realized after 
deducting sums paid to secured creditors (other tha 
debenture-holders), and partly on dividends distributed. We 
imagine that this exclusion of the amount of secured 
debts sometimes works unsatisfactorily. A good deal of work 
may be thrown upon liquidators in realizing assets on behalf of 
secured creditors, and in the result their chance of remuneration 
may be small. But in cases of special hardship the court would 
no doubt intervene. The regulations with regard to taxation of 
costs are contained in rules 160 to 168. By rule 160 solicitor 
and other persons employed inthe liquidation are, on request 
by the liquidator, to deliver their bills of costs or charges to him 
for taxation, or dividends may be distributed without reganl 
to their claim. And when the bill is payable out of the 
assets of the company a certificate signed by the liquid. 
ator must on taxation be produced to the taxing officer, 
setting forth any special terms of remuneration which 
have been agreed to, and in the case of a bill of costs of a 
solicitor, a copy of the resolution or other authority sanctioning 
the employment. Where a liquidator is a solicitor he may con 
tract that the remuneration for his services as liquidator shall 
include all professional services (rule 169 (2) ). Rule 170 repro- 
duces the existing order of payments out of the net assets of a 
company after deducting the actual expenses of realization, the first 
item being the taxed costs of the petition, including the taxed costs 
of any person appearing on the petition whose costs are allowed 
by the court. The rules are accompanied by a new order as to 
the fees to be taken under the Companies (Winding-up) Aet, 
1890. These are in lieu of the fees in the scale annexed to the 
order of the 17th of December, 1891. 








Tue FATAL accident upon Scawfell has directed the attention 
of newspaper readers to the mountains of Cumberland and 
Westmoreland, and the question has been asked, Are the English 
mountains vested in, or under the control of, commissioners or of 
some local authority? This question is probably suggested 
by the fact that in Switzerland and the Tyrol the mountain 
pasturages are usually the property of the commune or parish, 
which occasionally grants leases of part of the soil for the 
building of hotels. But there is no such ownership in England. 
In the first place, it would be difficult to differentiate between 
the legal meaning of “‘ mountain” and “hill.” It may be said 
that certain eminences which fulfil certain conditions as t 
height and steepness are mountains, but where is the line to be 
drawn? Our leading mountains are generally surrounded by moors 
or waste lands and their soil is probably vested in the lords of the 
adjacent manors. There are, however, cases in which the courts 
have been invited to give a legal interpretation to the term 
‘‘mountain.” In Lord Kildare vy. Fisher (1 Strange, 71), 
error from Ireland in ejectment, it was objected that it was 
brought for 100 acres of mountain, which is a description of 
the situation, and not of the quality, of the land. The first 
question submitted to the judges was whether the wor 
“mountain” is understood to describe the quality of the 
land or only the situation. To this they answered that It 
described both, and was a sort of coarse land that yielded 
little or no profit. The third question was whether ejectments 
are usually brought of “mountain,” and they answered that 
it happened very often, but had never been judicially determined, 
because it was so common as never to be questioned. In Water 
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———— 
pork v. Pennell (7 H. L. ©. 650) the House of Lords was of 
inion that a mountain including 1,700 acres might pass under 
word “village” in a lease. In this case evidence of acts of 
ownership by the lessee on the mountain were received in 
pyidence in the same manner as if the question had been an 
ordinary one of the title to land. The day has not yet come 
for the English mountains, like the New Forest, to be managed 
asa public pleasure ground under the provisions of an Act of 


Parliament. 





A case of much interest on the construction of the Judicature 
Rules, O’ Keeffe v. Walsh and Others, is reported in the Irish 
Reports, 1903, 2K. B. D. 681. The action was brought by the 

tiff against ten defendants to recover the sum of £20,000 
es for an alleged conspiracy, the statement of claim 
alleging that the defendants unlawfully and maliciously procured 
certain persons who had been, and were, willing to deal with 
the plaintiff in the ordinary course of his trade, and to sell goods 
to, and buy goods from him, and to work for him, not to deal 
with him, not to sell goods to, or to buy goods from him, and not 
towork for him. It appeared that the plaintiff, a trader in 
Waterford, became the purchaser of an evicted farm. At this 
time there were no branches of the United Irish League in the 
district, but in the year 1599 branches were formed in the 
district and in the neighbourhood, the nine defendants other 
than the defendant Connon being the local leaders of the move- 
ment. The plaintiff was denounced ; a system of picketing was 
introduced ; he was boycotted ; and his trade was ruined. There 
was no evidence as to the exact date when the defendant 
Gorpon became a member of the league, but it was proved 
that he was a member in September, 1900.. At the trial before 
Pattes, O.B., no evidence was offered on behalf of any of the 
defendants, but counsel for Conpon submitted that the action, 
being a joint action against all the defendants, and the damages, 
it any, being one indivisible sum, any verdict against the 
iefendant Connon jointly with the other defendants would 
include damages as against Conpon for injury to the plaintiff's 
trade and business by the conspiracy at periods. when there was 
no evidence that the defendant Conpon was a party to, or 
member of, the conspiracy. The learned judge left the following 
questions to the jury: (1) Did the defendants agree to induce 
ms not to deal with the plaintiff?—Answer: Yes—all 
the defendants. (2) If so, did such defendants so agree 
maliciously Answer: Yes. (3) Did they in fact induce 
persons not to deal with the plaintiff?—Answer: Yes. (4) If 
so, did such inducement cause loss to the plaintiff ?—Answer: 
Yes. (5) If so, assess the damages—(a) upon the supposition 
that the defendant Conpon is responsible for all the damages, (?) 
upon the supposition that the defendant Conpon is only 
responsible for damages accruing from the action of the defend- 
ants after he joined the conspiracy ?—Answer: £5,000 up to the 
20th of June, 1900, and £500 after that date, when they con- 
sidered that Conpon joined the conspiracy. The question 
argued before the King’s Bench Division and the Court of 
Appeal was whether on these findings the Chief Baron was 
warranted in giving judgment against the nine defendants in 
respect of the causes of action prior to June, 1900, for £5,000 
damages, and against the ten in respect of the acts done after 
that date for £500 damages. 





By R. 8S. C., ord. 16, r. 4, all persons may be joined 
as defendants against whom the right to any relief is 
alleged to exist, whether jointly, severally, or in the alterna- 
tive; and judgment may be given against such one or more 
of the defendants as may be found to be liable, according to 
their respective liabilities. By rule 5 it is provided that it 
thall not be necessary that every defendant shall be interested 
as to all the relief prayed for or as ¢o every cause of action included 
inany proceeding against him, &c. The argument for the defend- 
ant was that the action was for a joint tort, and could only be 
dealt with on that basis; that there could not be judgment 
against the ten as regards part, and against nine of those ten 
&s regarded the other part. The judgment of the Chief Baron, 
Which was adopted by the courts above, was that, although 
under the old common law the plaintiff would have been put to 





his election as to whether he would take a judgment against 
nine of the defendants for £5,500, acquitting the tenth, or 
one against the ten for £500, the practice was now 
analogous to that in the Court of Chancery, where on an appli- 
cation for an injunction against several defendants to prevent 
them from pursuing a course of conduct, the relief would be 
moulded according to the liabilities of the parties, as in the case 
where minerals were fraudulentiy worked and accounts of profits 
were directed against different parties for non-identical periods. 
In the result, it was held that the jury might differentiate 
between, and assess separately, damages against separate 
defendants according to the respective dates when such 
defendants became members of the conspiracy. It will, how- 
ever, be noted that the decision was founded upon the proposi- 
tion that there were not two separate and independent causes of 
action, but that in its nature and character there was one con- 
spiracy against the plaintiff carried on by nine persons from its 
commencement, which obtained the adherence of a tenth person 
during its progress, the ten persons proceeding in the same 
conspiracy down to the date of the issue of the writ. 









THERE WOULD be very little contentious business in registra- 
tion courts if there were no lodger franchise. Every revising 
barrister will probably agree that the most troublesome, and 
the least agreeable, part of his duties is the settling of lodger 
questions. To give a lodger a vote, his lodgings must be “of a 
clear yearly value, if let unfurnished, of £10 or upwards.” It 
is this question of value which gives most trouble. The 
case is quite common where a whole house is rated at 
not more than £10 a year, or thereabouts, and still a 
lodger pays 5s. a week for a room, or two rooms. Of 
course, if he does pay this sum for rooms unfurnished, he is 
entitled to his vote in spite of the value of the house; but such 
cases require looking into most carefully. As a rule, the only 
evidence as to value put before the barrister, in the first instance, 
is the declaration of the lodger. By section 23 of the Registra- 
tion Act, 1878, this declaration is for purposes of revision 
‘* prima facie evidence of his qualification.” If, then, nothing is 
brought to the barrister’s notice throwing any doubt upon the 
lodger’s declaration as to the rent he pays, it may be presumed 
that the claim must be allowed. But if anything is brought 
to his notice which can be described as prima facie evidence in 
opposition to the claim, what should the barrister do? In most 
cases he will probably adjourn the consideration of the claim for 
further proof, where the evidence is not conclusive on either 
side. This is what the revising barrister did in the recent case 
of Jenkins v. Grocott (ante, p. 131), in which judgment was given 
by the High Court on the last day of last sittings. In that case 
it was shewn that a large number of lodger claims in the boroughof 
Hackney were for lodgings in houses of very small rateable value, 
some as low as£9. There werea number of objections to these 
claims, and the rate-booMs were produced showing the values of 
the houses. The barrister personally inspected the houses, and 
adjourned the consideration of the claims to a certain evening. 
He then sent a written notice to each claimant that he would 
only allow his vote on a further proof of value. The appellant 
did not attend or give any explanation of his absence, and his 
claim was, therefore, disallowed. Heappealed. In support of 
the.appeal it was argued, in the first place, that the barrister 
had improperly made attendance a condition of allowing 
a vote. Now, if he had made such a condition, he no doubt 
would have exceeded his powers, but he only required further 
proof, which was not forthcoming. Therefore not much was 
made of this. But, in the second place, it was said on behalf 
of the appellant that he was entitled to his vote on the primd 
facie evidence of his declaration, as no positive evidence of its 
incorrectness was given. This point was considered important 
enough to induce the Divisional Court to reserve their judgment 
upon it. They decided, however, against the appellant. Now it 
should be noticed that, by section 23 (10) of the Act of 1878, prémd 
facie proof of objection shall be deemed to be given if the 
barrister is satisfied ‘‘ by evidence, repute or otherwise,” that 
there is reasonable ground for believing the objection to be well 
founded. It is clear that the evidence of the rate-books that a 
house is rated very low, and the evidence of the barrister’s own 


152 THE SOLICITO 


RS' JOURNAL. Jan. 9, 1904 








view as to the poor class of the property, is fairly strong prima 
facie proof of objection in such acase. According to the decision 
of the High Court, if the primd facie evidence of the objector is 
sufficient, in the opinion of the barrister, to outweigh that of 
the declaration, then the revising barrister is within his rights in 
disallowing the claim. Any other decision would undoubtedly 
lead to many more dishonest lodger claims even than are now 
made. It is often quite impossible to find out what a lodger 
does pay except from himself. If, then, by refusing to give any 
proof except that contained in his declaration, he can secure his 
= it is clear that there would be a high premium on dishonest 
claims. 


Ir 1s staTEeD that the Wine and Spirit Association propose to 
discuss at one of their meetings the manner in which the dealing 
in wine and spirits is conducted by railway companies. Railway 
refreshment rooms enjoy particular privileges. The provisions 
as to hours of closing in the Licensing Act, 1874, do not preclude 
the sale at any time at a railway station of intoxicating liquors 
to persons arriving at, or departing from, the station by railroad. 
It may occasionally happen that these refreshment rooms are 
resorted to by persons who have no intention to travel by the 
railway. Such persons may be convicted under section 25 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, but if the drink is supplied by the 
companies in consequence of a false representation on the 
part of the person supplied, it cannot be assumed that they 
are to blame. It is, however, suggested that the companies 
have been dealing wholesale in wine and spirits and have 
circulated price lists in the course of this business. It 
ig not sugg+sted that this is done without the necessary 
excise licences, and we assume that the objection is that 
any such sale of wine or spirits is w/tra vires. It is more than 
forty years since Vice-Chancellor KinpErstey restrained the 
Great Northern Railway Co. from employing their capital in the 
business of coal merchants, and since that decision the railway 
companies have shewn little disposition to exceed their powers 
by acting as traders. We think, however, that a distinction 
may properly be drawn between a bond fide sale of surplus stock, 
which is no longer required by the company for its own pur- 
poses, and a buying and selling of the same commodity for 
profit. Many foreign wines cannot be kep: for any long period 
without detriment to their quality, and it may be necessary from 
time to time to dispose of such wines to the general public. A 
sale under such circumstances could hardly be regarded as an 
act of trading which was not authorized by the Legislature. 








Registration with Absolute Title. 


In view of the facilities for registration with absolute title which 
have been introduced by the new Land Transfer Rules now in 
operation, it is important to consider the effect on titles to land 
which this device for extending the operations of the Land 


Registry Office is likely to have. Registration with an absolute 
title, as is well known, vests in the person registered an estate in 
fee simple in the registered land, subject as mentioned in section 
7 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, but otherwise free from all 
other estates and interests whatsoever, including estates and 
interests of the Crown. The rights and interests to which 
the land may be subject are (1) any incumbrances 
entered on the register; (2) the easements and other 
rights enumerated in section 18 of the same Act, unless the 
contrary is expressed on the register; and (3) equities affecting 
a first registered proprietor who is not entitled for his own 
benefit. But subject to these excepted rights, and subject to the 
possible rectification of the register, the person registered as 
proprietor of freehold land with an absolute title has a Parlia- 
mentary title as against the world. 

The obtaining of such a title depends, under section 6, upon 


the holding under which will not be disturbed, he may appro, 
of such title, or may require the applicant to apply to the 
upon a statement signed by the registrar, for its sanction to th, 
registration.” Applications to the court under this provision, jt 
is believed, rarely, if ever, occur, and the practice before th, 
registrar has been more fully prescribed by rule 31 of the Lag 
Transfer Rules, 1898. This provided that the title should 
examined by or under the superintendence of the registrar jy 
accordance with the usual conveyancing practice, subjed 
as follows: (a) The whole or any part of the examin, 
tion of the title might be referred by the registrar, if }, 
thought fit, to the opinion of one of the examiners gf 
title, and the registrar might act on his opinion; (jj 
where the Jand had been sold under order of cour, 
or where the title had been fully investigated on a rece 
purchase, the examination might be modified in such manner gy 
the registrar might think fit. H+nce, although, under section 17, 
a very wide discretion was vested in the registrar to accept a 
absolute a title which appeared to him to be a good holding title, 
yet this was a discretion to be exercised in accordance with the 
usual conveyancing practice. The duty of examining the titl 
might be delegated to an examiner, but the ordinary precautions 
could only be relaxed in the two cases—where there had bea 
a sale under the order of the court, and where there had been, 
full investigation of title on a recent purchase. 

The provisions for the approval of a title as absolute are of 
course very much less stringent than the practice which obtained 
under Lord Wesrsury’s Act of 1862. It was then enacted 
(section 5) that no title should be accepted for registration a 
indefeasible unless it should appear to be such as a court of 
equity would hold to be ‘‘a valid marketable title.” And a 
long as there was no provision for establishing an insurance 
fund out of which compensation might be made for errors in the 
register, any relaxation was accompanied with considerable risk, 
But this difficulty was removed by sections 7 and 21 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, the latter section appropriating a portion of 
the receipts from land registry fees for an insurance fund, and 
the former providing for the payment of compensation out of it 
Of course a case calling for compensation will probably call for 
the determination of the question whether the registered pro- 
prietor, who is erroneously, though in good faith, on the register, 
or the unregistered true owner is to be compelled to accept 
money instead of the land, and sub-section 2 of section 7 lays 
down the rule that, where a registered disposition would, if 
unregistered, be absolutely void—as in the case of a forged 
transfer in favour of an innocent transferee—or where the 
effect of an error on the register would be to deprive a person 
of land of which he is in possession, it is the person wrongly 
on the register who is to accept the money compensation 
and give up the land. But although this principle is 
satisfactory, and although an insurance fund in some form 
may be taken to be an essential feature in any scheme for 
registration of title, yet there are two objections to placing too 
much reliance upon it. It is always possible that a case which 
is really one of hardship may be found not to fall within the 
scope of the insurance fund, as, for example, in the Anstralian 
case of Gibbs v. Merser (1891, A. ©. 248), though that was 
decided on a different statute, and the particular omission there 
revealed may not exist under the Act of 1897; and the insurance 
fund constitutes in itself a tax upon the public, either generally 
or upon the land-owning portion, and any undue laxity in dealing 
with the register will be felt sooner or later in the incidence of 
fees or taxation, as well as in individual vexation and disappoint- 
ment among the persons directly affected by the failure t 
detect flaws in titles brought for registration. 

Bearing these points in mind we can appreciate the effect of 
the change which has been introduced by rule 36 of the new 
Land Transfer Rules. The rule, which is*in the batch relating 





the approval of the registrar. An applicant for an absolute 
title is not “to be registered as proprietor of the fee simple | 
until and unless the title is approved by the registrar.” And | 
the mode in which that approval can be given has hitherto | 
been regulated by section 17 and by the Land Transfer Rules, | 
1898. The leading provision of section 17 is that “if the 
registrar, upon the examination of any title is of opinion 
that the title is open to objection, but is nevertheless a title! 


to applications for registration with absolute title, runs % 
follows : 

‘‘ The title shall be examined by or under the superintendence of the 
registrar in accordance with the usual conveyancing practice, subject a 
follows : 

** (a) The whole or any portion of the examination of the title may be 
referred by the registrar, if he thinks fit, for the opinion of one 
the examiners of title appointed under rule 313, and the registtat 
may act on such opinion. 
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(8) When either (1) the land has been sold or purchased under an 
order of the court, or (2) has been registered with a possessory or 
ualified title for six years prior to the date of the application for 
registration with an absolute title, the first proprietor having been a 
urchaser on sale, or (3) when the title has been fully investigated 
Pofore the date of the application, the examination may be modified 
in such manner as the registrar may think fit.’’ 


Thus the new rule is to a considerable extent identical with 
the old rule 31 which it replaces. It repeats the provision for 
delegation by the registrar of the duty of examining titles to an 
oficial examiner, a delegation which, of course, does not touch 
gy question of principle, and is, indeed, simply a matter of 
administration. And it repeats the previously existing provision 
for relaxation of the investigation of title in the two cases where 
the land has been sold under an order of the court, and where 
the title has been already investigated, though in each case 
there is a variation. The relaxation now extends to purchases 
ys well as sales under an order of court, and the previous full 
investigation need not have been upon a sale. So far, however, 
the new rule does not touch the principle that there shall have 
been before registration with an absolute title a full examination 
of the title in some form or other under the ordinary cunveyancing 
ractice. 

The essential part of the change is to be found, then, in the 
seond case of clause (4), which allows the registrar to modify 
the examination where the land “has been registered with a 
possessory or qualified title for six years prior to the date of the 
application for registration with an absolute title, the first 
—— having been a purchaser on a sale. Thus the steps 
in the acquisition of an absolute title under this provision are 
ss follows: First, there must bea sale; then the purchaser 
must be registered as proprietor with a possessory title; and 
lastly, this possessory title must be six years on the 
register. When these events have happened the registrar 
may modify the examination of title on an application for 
am absolute title in any manner he thinks fit. As we have 
wen, the registrar already has a discretion vested in him to 
weept any title which appears to be a good holding title, though 
the discretion is to be exercised according to conveyancing 
practice. He now has a discretion absolved from any such 
nstriction, and it is a little difficult to foresee how it is to be 
aercised. Some hint is given—presumably by the registrar 
himself—in the memorandum on the changes io the rules to 
vhich we referred last week. The full passage is as follows :— 
“The exact nature of the concessions to be made is left to the 
rgistrar’s discretion, and will, no doubt, vary according to the circum- 
stances of each case, but as a general rule it would seem probable that 
the discretion given will be exercised in the way of avoiding inquiries of 
a kind which would involve the applicant in expense and trouble, giving 

ight to general considerations such as the possession of such of the 
earlier title deeds as the owner ought to hold, the qguasi-publicity afforded 
by the six years previous registration, the advertisement of the applica- 
tim, and the inference that the title was properly investigated by the 
purchaser who originally registered the land.”’ 


In any dealings with land it is, of course, desirable to avoid 
inquiries of a kind which would involve a purchaser in trouble 
ad expense, and this is an object which every conveyancer con- 
tinually has before him. It is, indeed, the abandonment of such 
_" which usually reduces a title to the level of a good 

ing title—such a title as the registrar was already empowered 
toaccept. If there are any inquiries which do not fall into this 
tategory they are of substantial importance, and it is not 
gee why their expense should be a ground for waiving 
when it is a question of registration with an absolute 


title. The ‘‘ guasi-publicity ” of the six years’ registration does 
tot count for much, nor does the inference of investigation of title 


m the purchase by the first registered proprietor. If there 
Were anything in this, a conveyancer in examining a title would 
tlax his scrutiny when he got back to a conveyance on sale; 
but though this is considered permissible in regard to searches, 
such is certainly not the case with regard to the title generally. 
The abstract does not shew the conditions under which the prior 
purchase was made, and there is no guarantee against defects of 
title having been overlooked. Ina word, it may be said that 
trust to the investigation of title made on a previous sale as a 
el for registering with an absolute title, even though 
ified with six years’ possession, is to make an entirely new 
ure in conveyancing. It is, we may safely assume, 































dictated by the desire to secure the speedy spread of registration 
of title, an object which it is also sought to attain by the more 
legitimate method of readjusting the payment of fees, and it is 
only rendered possible by the existence of the insurance fund. 
But we question very much whether the authors of the change 
are justified in making the insurance fund the basis of so novel 
an experiment. 








Reviews. 


Compensation. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF COMPENSATION: BEING A COLLECTION 
OF THE GENERAL STATUTES RELATING TO THE COMPULSORY ACQUI- 
SITION OF LAND BY COMPANIES AND PUBLIC AUTHORITIES. WITH 
Nores, Forms, AND A DIGEST OF ALL THE LEADING CAsEs. By 
EDWARD Boytez, K.C., and THomAs WaAGHORN, Barrister-at-Law. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

This is the most complete work on compensation which we have yet 
seen. The collection of statutes includes all the Acts under which 
land can be taken compulsorily. The notes, although brief, are suffi- 
cient to draw attention to the difficulties arising on the text of the 
sections and to the case law of the subject. Their brevity is 
largely due to the method adopted by the authors in dealing with 
decided cases. The effect of the decisions is very shortly stated in 
the notes, references being given to the epitome of cases, which 
occupies more than half the book, and is excellently done. The 
advantage of this method may be said to be_ threefold — it 
enables the notes to be so compressed as not to divert attention 
from the text of the Acts; the cases are set out with a fullness 
not of course equivalent to that of a report, but superior to 
that generally found in a text-book, and sufficient to permit 
of their being considered, and even cited, when a report is not at 
hand ; and the work is rendered a complete treatise both on statute 
and case law. It need hardly be added that the cases have been 
brought thoroughly up to date ; and in a work of this magnitude no 
blame attaches to the authors for having been obliged to give the cases 
of the year 1903 (decided while the work was going through the press) 
in a separate epitome. which is not, like the general epitome, 
arranged under headings of subject-matters. The synopsis of the 

ds Clauses and Railways Clauses Acts with which the work com- 
mences will not, we think, have a usefulness commensurate with the 
labour which it must have involved; readers will prefer to consult 
the actual text of those statutes in the succeeding pages. The chapter 
on ‘‘a compensation case’ cannot fail to be of great use, published 
as it is with the authority of a practitioner who has so much experi- 
ence in this class of cases as Mr. Boyle. The precedents will also be of 
service. The index is adequate and the whole book reflects credit ou 
the authors and their publishers. 


Books Received. 


An Epitome of Real Property Law. For the Use of Students. By 
W. H. Hastincs KEKE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Grain or Chaff: the Autobiography of a Police Magistrate. By 
ALFRED CHICHELE PLOWDEN. T. Fisher Unwin. 


The Law relating to Motor-cars: being the Motor-car Acts, 1896 
and 1903, with an Introduction and Notes, together with the Regula- 
tions of the Local Government Board and of the Secretary of State 
under the Acts. By H. Lancrorp Lewts and W. HALDANE PorTER, 
Barristers-at-Law. Second Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 
Sons. 

Licensing Calendar and Analyses of the Licensing Acts, shewing 
Practice in Tabular Form. Compiled by BERTRAM BREWIS, B.A., 
Solicitor, Deputy Clerk to the Magistrates for the County Borough 
of St. Helens, and Epwarp Brincg, Assistant Magistrate’s Clerk. 
Shaw & Sons. 








The bar will have the controlling voice in the pro School of Law, 
says the Globe, if the constitution of the governing body is what the Joint 
Committee of the Inns of Court has decided it should be. The governing 
body is to consist of thirty members, of whom sixteen are to be representa- 
tives of the Inns. Eight members are to be appointed by the Law 
Society ; one each by the Universities of Oxford, Cambridge, and London ; 
one by the Lord Chancellor; one by the Colonial Secretary ; and one 
by the Secretary for India. Whether the Law Society, which represents 
the larger branch of the legal profession, will be content with eight 
representatives remains to be seen. Its claims are at least obtaining more 
recognition than they did. The Joint Committee, in the first report 
they drew up, gave the Law Society only four members on the governing 
body. 
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Correspondence. 


Solicitors to School Boards. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have been solicitor for a suburban school board for over 
thirty years, and last October the local corporation took over the 
legal adviser of 


School Board, and its town clerk has become the 
the latter as well as that of the former. 

I was never paid by salary, but sent in my bill of costs by items in 
all matters—-this was taxed by the clerk of the peace and duly paid 
each year. 

The clerk of the board was always a distinct and 
paid by salary. 

It should be borne in mind that I was always considered an officer of 
the board—and this was on the printed yearly reports. 

The board never gave me any notice of dismissal under or in 
consequence of the recent Education Act. 

Can I claim any, and what, compensation, seeing my loss of office 
of solicitor to the board arose entirely from the operation of the 
above Act ? ; LEx 

Jan. 6. 


separate person 





Criminal Procedure, England. 


REGULATIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, DATED DECEMBER 30, 
1903, AS TO THE ALLOWANCES WHICH MAY BE MADE UNDER 
SECTION 1 (2) or THE Poor PRISONERS’ DEFENCE Act, 1903. 

In pursuance of section 1 (2) of the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 
1903, I hereby make the following regulations as to the rates and 
scales of payment which may be made for the expenses of the 
defence :— 

1. There may be allowed to the solicitor a fee not exceeding £2 2s., 
provided that the presiding judge, after the conclusion of the trial, 
may, if he think fit, certify that the case was one of exceptional 
length or difficulty, and thereupon the fee may be increased to such 
sum as he may direct, but not in any case exceeding £5. 

In addition to such fee the solicitor may be allowed travelling 
expenses actually and necessarily incurred by himself and his clerk 
on the scale applicable to the travelling expenses of ordinary witnesses 
for a prosecution. 

2. There may be allowed to counsel a fee of £1 3s. 6d. ; provided 
that the presiding judge after the conclusion of the trial, may, if 
he think fit, certify that the case was one of exceptional length or 
difficulty, and thereupon the fee may be increased to such sum as he 
may direct, but not in any case exceeding £3 5s. 6d. 

3. There may be allowed to the clerk to the justices or other person 
by whom a copy of the depositions is supplied to the prisoner’s 
solicitors payment for the same at the rate of twopence per folio of 
ninety words. 

4. There may be allowed to witnesses giving professional evidence 
and to expert witnesses the same expenses as might be allowed to 
witnesses for a prosecution—provided that the said sum shall not in 
any case exceed one guinea a day, except in pursuance of a special 
order made by the presiding judge. 

5. There may be allowed to other witnesses the same expenses as 
may be allowed to witnesses for a prosecution. 

6. The travelling expenses of witnesses may be allowed as in the 
case of a prosecution. 

7. In these regulations the term “‘ presiding judge” includes a 
recorder and a chairman of quarter sessions or their deputies. 

Given under my hand at Whitehall, this 30th day of December, 
1903. A. Akers Dova.as, 

One of His Majesty’s Principal 
Secretaries of State. 








Sir Francis Jeune, who is at Arlington Manor, is, says the Times, not so 


pon, and was on Wednesday ordered complete rest for a week or ten 
ys. 

The Right Hon. Hedges ae Chatterton, whose resignation of the 
office of Vice-Chancellor of Ireland is announced, is, says the St. James's 
Gazette, the first to hold that office. Ou] y the older school of men at the 
bar of our own time remember him before he took the position he now lays 
down. But he was a brilliant common law and equity lawyer, and filled 
the réle of Irish Attorney-General with much distinction. In the latter 
capacity he helped to pilot through Parliament the Bill creating the Vice- 
Chancellorship, and as he has held it all along, and it is to expire with his 
resignation, he has commanded « unique position, Born in 1819, he is 


and nine years older than the 
nd time last year, when eighty- 


six years the senior of Lord Halsbury, 
oldest English judge. 


He married a seco 
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Cases of Last Sittings. 


Court of Appeal. 


CORNFOOT BREWERY CO. (LIM.) v. LAW DEBENTURE 
CORPORATION (LIM.). No. 2. 2lst Dec. 


Company—Brewery Busrness—Denentures—Coverinc Deep Berogs 
1900—Srerciricatty Morrcacep Properry—Leasenotp Acavirep Arrey 
1900 Upon Trusts or Covertnc Derp—AssiGNMENT TO Compaxy— 
Sun-pemise to Trusrers—Recisrration or Cuance—Compants Act 
1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 68), s. 14. 

This was an appeal by. the plaintiff company against the decision of 
Byrne, J. (reported 51 W. R. 508; 1903, 2 Oh. 527). The question was 
whether a certain sub-demise required registration under section 14 of the 
Companies Act, 1900, as ‘“‘a mortgage or charge for the pur 
securing any issue of debentures.” ‘The plaintiff company in February, 
1897, issued £140,000 debenture stock, which was secured by a coveri 
deed dated the 17th of February, 1897, under which the Law Debenture 
Corporation were appointed trustees for the debenture stockholders. The 
company, as beneficial owners, charged the specifically mortgaged 
premises (which were freehold and leasehold properties, and were set 
forth in a schedule to the deed) with payment of the stock and interest 
thereon as a specific charge, and the assets and undertaking 
of the company, other than the specifically mortgaged premises, 
but including uncalled capital, were charged with payment of the stock 
and interest as a floating security. Power was given tothe trustees to 
at the request of the company, any part of the mortgaged premises. The 
trustees were to hold the proceeds to arise from any sale of the specifically 
mortgaged premises, which proceeds should become and be part of the 
specifically mortgaged premises, upon trust at the request of the company 
to apply the same, if they should think fit, in the purchase of any freehold 
or leasehold hereditaments, which should be assured to and vested in the 
trustees, and, until such application, should invest the proceeds. ll 
property thus assured to or vested in the trustees should be held by them 
upon and subject to the trusts thereinbefore declared and relating to the 
specifically mortgaged premises, and should for all purposes be deemed to 
form part of those premises. This deed having been executed before 
the Companies Act of 1900 did not require registration under it. Part 
of the leaseholds were afterwards sold for £2,700, and the company 
requested the corporation to invest the proceeds in the purchase 
from Margaret Carroll of a leasehold public-house. In order 
to prevent the corporation from becoming liable under the lessee's 
covenants, a lease of the public-house for a term of 1,0014 years was, 
in consideration of £2,700 paid by the company, granted by Margaret 
Carroll to the company, and the company granted to the corporation 4 
sub-demise of the public-house for the remainder of the term, less one 
day. The swb-demise was made by a deed dated the i8th of August, 1902, 
which was expressed to be supplemental to the trust deed ; and it was 
thereby witnessed that the company, in consideration of the £2,700, as 
beneficial owners, demised the public-house to the corporation, to be held 
by them for the residue of the term, except the last day, upon the trusts 
of the deed of February, 1897, as if originally comprised in that deed. 
The corporation proposed to register this sub-demise under section 14 of 
the Act of 1900; the company contended that the deed did not require to 
be registered. Byrne, J., decided that registration was necessary. The 
company appealed. : 
Tue Covrr (VaveHan Wiuuams, Romer, and Stiumc, LJJ.)  dis- 
missed the appeal. ‘ 
Vavenan Wiiiiams, L.J.—I think that the appeal must be dismissed. 
I think that the company have created a mortgage or charge after the 
commencement of the Act for the purpose of securing an issue of deben- 
tures within the meaning of section 14, sub-section 1, of the Companies 
Act, 1900. I agree with Byrne, J., that the result of the evidence is that 
property which, prior to the execution of the deed in question, did not 
form part of the specifically mortgaged property as contained in the trust 
deed thenceforward formed part of the specifically mortgaged property. 
This conclusion of Byrne, J., is confirmed by the affidavit of facts 
in pursuance of the direction of the Court of Agpen. Several paragraphs 
of this affidavit go to confirm this view, which, think, is the right view, 
although I think with Byrne, J., that probably, if there had been a direct 
purchase from Margaret Carroll, the result might have been different. 

Romer, L.J., concurred in the judgment of Stirling, L.J. } 
Sririinc, L.J.—In this case Iam unable to see my way to differ from 
the judgment of Byrne, J., who has held that the indenture of the 18th of 
August, 1902, was a mortgage or charge created by the company after the 
date fixed for the coming into operation of the Companies Act, 1900, and 
therefore requiring registratiofi in accordance with the provisions of that 
Act. It appears from the affidavit which has been filed since the argue 
ment on the appeal that in November, 1901, that the company requested the 
teustees of the covering deed to concur in a purchase, at the price of 
£2,700, of a leasehold public-house for a term af 1,0014 years from the 
29th of November, 1901, subject to a ground-rent and onerous covenants, 
and that the trustees agreed to do so, but about the same time stipulated 
that the transaction should be so arranged that the property should be 
sub-demised to them in such a way that they should not be liable under 
the covenants in the lease. Thereupon the company proceeded to ome 
out the proposed purchase as between themselves and Margaret Carroll, 
the lessor ; and by a lease, dated the 14th of March, 1902, she, in considera: 
tion of £2,700 paid to her by the company, demised the public-house to 





three years of age. 





the company. This sum of £2,700 was by the compey out of their 
own funds. The result of this was that the leasehold became y vested 
in the company, and constituted part of the assets of the company over which 
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——— : : 
the trustees of the covering deed, by virtue of the provisions of that deed, 
ired a floating, but not a specific, charge. Matters so continued until 
the 18th of August, 1902, when the company delivered to the trustees of the 
coveriDg deed the indenture of that date, and received in exchange from 
the trustees the sum of £2,700, part of a sum of money held by them on the 
trusts of the covering deed. In this way the trustees acquired for the first 
time a specific charge on the property in question, that is to say, a security 
of a different kind from that which previously existed. I think with Byrne, 
J,, that the transaction might have been carried out in such a way as to 
avoid an assurance to the trustees in the nature of a mortgage or charge 
requiring registration ; but that, in the events which have actually taken 
place, the deed of the 18th of August, 1902, does create a mortgage or 
, and ought therefore to be registered. Sub-section 4 of section 14 
of the Companies Act, 1900, was referred to on behalf of the appellants ; 
put, inasmuch as the requirements of that clause have not been complied 
with, it does not seem to assist them. The appeal must be dismissed.— 
CounseL, Danckwerts, K.C., and Manning; Kenyon Parker. Souicrrors, 
Hays, Schmettau, & Dunn ; Birchams. 
[Reported by J. I. Stiz.t1ne, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


NICHOLAS v. RIDLEY. No. 2. 18th and 19th Nov. ; 21st Dec. 


MortcAceE—TRANSFER—Seconp MorrcaGE—Covenant FoR Payment oF 
Fmsr MorteaGr ny TEeNnAnt ror Lirzt or Morraacep Proprrry—Tacx- 
mo—Ricuts or TRANSFEREE—SURETY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. By an indenture, 
dated the 2nd of July, 1821, one Richard Ridiey mortgaged certain copy- 
holds to one William Stringer to secure £1,500 and interest. Richard 
Ridley died not later than 1830. By another indenture, dated the 21st of 
April, 1842, George Ridley mortgaged the equity of redemption of the 
copyholds comprised in the mortgage of the 2nd of July, 1821, and certain 
additional real estate to one Wm. Nicholas to seeure £2 500 and interest. 
In March, 1874, one Samuel Ridley was tenant for life of all the real 
estate comprised in the securities of 1821 and 1842. On the 21st of March, 
1874, the security of 1821 was transferred to Wm. Nicholas on payment by 
him of the £1,500. By the deed of transfer, to which the representative 
(if any) of Richard Ridley was not a party, Samuel Ridley covenanted 
with Wm. Nicholas, his executors, administrators, and assigns, for the 
payment of the £1,500, or the amount owing for the time being, and 
interest. The deed contained a proviso that, as between Samuel Ridley, 
the tenant for lite, and the persons entitled in remainder to the mortgaged 
property, the tenant for life’s covenant should be only a collateral security 
to Wm. Nicholas. his executors, administrators, and assigns, for the pay- 
ment of the principal sum and interest, but that notwithstanding, Wm. 
Nicholas, his executors, administrators, or assigns, should be at liberty to 
resort to either means for procuring and enforcing the payment of the 
principal sum and interest or any part or parts thereof respectively in pre- 
ference to such other means. ‘The covenant by Samuel Ridley was 
expressed to be in pursuance of a recited agreement by Wm. Nicholas to 
pay off the £1,500 mortgage on obtaining a transfer and the collateral 
security on the covenant of the tenant for life. Wm. Nicholas died in 
1882, and Samuel Ridley died in 1896. The present action was brought by 
the representatives of Wm. Nicholas agamst the representatives of Samuel 
Ridley. They claimed an account of what was due to them for principal 
and interest on the mortgages ; a declaration that as — the defendants 
they were entitled to tack the security for £2,500 to for £1,500; pay- 
ment by the defendants of what should be found due on the £1,500 
mortgage; and foreclosure or sale. Byrne, J., held that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to tack their securities, and gave judgment in their favour 
accordingly. 

Tae Courr (Romer and Sriaine, L.JJ.; Vavenan Wittiams, L.J., 
dissentiente) dismissed the appeal. 

Vauenan Wiu1Ms, L.J., held that, on the true meaning of the deed of 
1874, the intention to the parties was that the copyhold premises should be 
considered as the primary fund for the payment of the principal sum and 
interest, and that the covenant of Ridley was to be only a collateral 
security to Nicholas for the payment of the principal sum and iuterest. 
But although Ridley was to have the rights of a surety as against the 
copyhold premises and the owners for the time being, this was not to 
prejudice the right of Nicholas to enforce his securities, primary and 
collateral, in any order he might choose. But Ridley could not, as 
between himself and the copyhold premises and the owners for the time 
being, effectively make the copyhold premises the primary security or treat 
the covenant as collateral security, unless Nicholas upon payment of the 

cipal and interest was bound to assign to Ridley the £1,500 mortgage. 
lordship was therefore of opinion that the appeal should be allowed. 

Romer, L.J., concurred in the judgment delivered by Stirling, L.J. 

Stretinc, L.J.—So far as the transaction is stated in the recital to 
the deed of 1874, it seems to be one in which Samuel Ridley took 
on himself the obligations of a principal debtor rather than a surety ; 
but the true nature of his liabilities and rights must be determined 
upon a consideration of the terms of the whole deed. On this point 
the most relevant parts of the deed are the covenant for payment 
and the proviso by which it is followed. The covenant is that of a 
person g on himself the obligations of a»principal debtor; if any 
of the rights of a surety are given to Ridley he obtained them under the 
proviso. The effect of the proviso taken as a whole ap to me to be 
that Samuel Ridley preserved as against remaindermen Ckesover rights he 
might have on paying the principal sum of £1,500 to resort for recoup- 
ment to the property of those remaindermen, but as between himself and 
Nicholas he was a principal and nota surety. The legal consequence which 
follows from this relationship is, as stated by Lord Selborne in Duncan, 


that the creditor is not subject to those special obligations which were 
described in Owen v. Homan (3 M. & G. 378), and will not generally have 
his powers of dealing with his securities circumscribed and restricted in 
the manner described in Newton v. Chorlton (1 W. R. 266, 10 Hare 646} and 
Pearl v. Deacon (5 W. R. 793, 1 De G. & J. 461). The case of Newton v. 
Chorlton is a leading authority in support of the rights claimed by the 
plaintiffs in the present action. In my opinion the appellants have not 
established that their testator was entitled to the rights of a surety as 
against William Nicholas or the defendants, his representatives, and 
consequently this appeal ought to be dismissed.—Covnset, Rowden, K.C., 
and Marcy ; Levett, K.C., and Murray. Soxrscrrors, Chester § Co., for A. H. 
Thorne- Pudsey, Trowbridge ; Sole, Turner, §& Knight, for Cooger § Hasle:wcood, 
Bridgnorth. ; 
[Reported by J. I. Srirtixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE HOULDER LINE (LIM.) ». LANGTON GRANGE STEAMSHIP 
CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 23rd and 24th Nov. 


AoreeMent — Sreamsure Companies —Sate at ‘‘ Book Vatur’’ — Sums 
Recetvep By Way or Commission—Mvurvat Mistake—APPLicaTION FOR 
RecTIricaTIon. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., on the 20th of 
March, 1903. The facts were as follow: The plaintiff company was in- 
corporated in the month of March, 1899, for the purpose of amalgamat- 
ing various other single steamship companies, their object being to run the 
vessels in question as a single line and under one management—namely, 
the Houlder Line. The Langton Grange Steamship Co. was incorpora 
in March, 1896, for the purpose of taking over the benefit and obligations 
of a contract entered iato by Messrs. Houlder Brothers & Co. for the 
construction of a ship, which was afterwards called The Langton Grange. 
By an agreement dated the 18th of March, 1899, between the Houlder 
Line (Limited) and the single steamship companies, it was, amongst other 
things, agreed that the steamers should be taken over by the plaintiff 
company at their actual book value—that is, cost price—after deducting 
depreciation year by year up to the 3lst of December, 1898—in other 
words, that no profit should be made by the single steamship companies 
on the sale, but that they should be paid, and the plaintiff company should 
pay, the actual value, cost price, of the steamers. To enable the plaintiffs 
to arrive at the actual book or cost price, the books of the single steamship 
companies were examined and the purchase price for the several steamers 
named in the agreement was'that appearing in the books as the amount 
actually spent upon the steamers after deducting proper depreciation and 
allowing for preliminary expenses of the plaintiff company up to allotmenr, 
including guarantee of capital, it being the intention of all parties to the 
agreement that the figures inserted therein as the purchase price of the 
several steamers should be such actual cost price. Under this agreemevt 
the various single steamship companies agreed to sell and the plaintiff 
company to purchase as from the 3lst of December, 1898, the various 
steamships, and the purchase to include all gear, refrigerating machinery, 
&c., and a portion of the net earnings therein mentioned ; and as a con- 
sideration of the said sale the plaintiff company should issue and allot 
to the companies 18,333 fully paid-up ordinary shares of £5 each, and 
numbered 8 to 18,340 in the plaintiff company’s capital, and should also 
pay to the vendors in cash the sum of £533,335, with interest from the 31st 
of December, 1898, upon the aggregate total price of £625,000, the shares 
to be issued and allotted, and the cash to be apportioned between the 
several vendors as mentioned in the agreement. The amount of the purchase 
consideration apportioned to the defendant company—viz., the Langton 
Grange Steamship Co. (Limited), was 2,793 shares and £64,975 cash. By the 
mutual mistake of all parties to the agreement the price mentioned in such 
agreement as the consideration payable by the plaintiff company to the 
defendant company was in excess of the amount intended by the soaps | 
sum—viz., £1,101—such sum representing the difference between the act 
cost price of the Langton Grange Steamship Co., and what all parties 
to the agreement supposed it to be, and what it appeared to be in the books 
of the defendant company. The £1,101 was made up of two sums of £951 
and £150 respectively, the first sum was certain commission or rebate 
allowed by a firm in respect of work done and goods ordered and supplied 
to the defendant company between April, 1896, and February, 1899, and 
the second amount—namely, £150, was certain commission or rebate, also 
on certain work done, and goods ordered and supplied by another firm. 
These commissions ought to have been credited to the Langton Grange 
Steamship Co., but as a matter of fact they were received and credited in 
the books of the managers, Messrs. Houlder Brothers & Co. (Limited), and 
it was these circumstances which gave rise to the action. The defendants 
denied that there was any bond fide mistake whatever. The case came on 
for hearing before Kekewich, J., on the 20th of March, 1903, when wit- 
nesses were called on behalf of the plaintiffs to explain the mistake in not 
crediting the two sums received by way of commission to The Langton 
Grange; the defendants called no witnesses, but relied upon the fact 
that there was no bond fide mutual mistake. Kekewich, J., was per- 
fectly satisfied that the intention of all parties to the agreement was 
that the single steamship companies were to be sold at cost price to 
the Houlder Line (Limited), and as far as the commissions received in 
respect of The Langton Grange were concerned that they were not before the 
parties when the agreement was entered into, that if they had been 
credited to The Langton Grange, The Langton Grange would receive the pur- 
chase price less those commissions, and, that being so, he was quite clear 
that a bond fide mistake had been made, and that the agreement should be 
rectified. From this decision the defendants appealed. 
race Court (Vauenan Witiiams, Romer, and Srimuie, L.JJ.) allowed 
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Kekewich, J., has come. In this case the action is brought for the 
rectification of an agreement, and Kekewich, J., has, by his judg- 
ment, allowed this rectification on the ground that there was a mutual 
mistake between the parties. [His lordship referred to the terms of 
the agreement and contract.] It has been said, and successfully 
alleged in litigation, that Houlder Brothers had no right to retain these 
commissions unless they had the special sanction of the steamship 
company. It now having been determined that Houlder Brothers are not 
entitled to retain this commission, the basis is that by reason of that fact 
tne altered cost of that line has been proved to be less than it was 
supposed to be, and the agreement ought to be amended by deducting 
that sum, for it was said that the figure should be the actual cost price, 
together with the different consideration. If you were to prove that that 
was the negotiation between the parties or their authorized agents, or that 
in the course of the negotiations an agreement was arrived at that the 
price to be paid should depend on that item, then if that were so, by 
reason of the agreement, and by reason of the agents acting on one side 
or the other, everyone would say there had been a mutual mistake. But 
when one comes to look at the evidence, in the first place I take the 
contract itself, it does not say one word from beginning to end about cost 
price, there is nothing to shew any such agreement was arrived at in the 
course of the negotiations. The Messrs. Houlder were perfectly well 
aware of these commissions, and they were included in the charges 
that Messrs. Houlder sent in, and appeared in the books of the Langton 
Grange Co. My judgment is they made no mistake at all. 

Romer and Srreiixc, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
CounseL, Warrington, K.C., Martelli, and Hay Morgan; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., 
and Muir Mackenzie. Souicrrors, Lewis § Lewis ; William A. Crump § Son. 

[Reported by A. R. Taytovr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


THE DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) ». MAISON TALBOT, 
SHREWSBURY & TALBOT, AND WEIGEL. THE CLIPPER 
PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. ». THE SAME. Com, Court. Walton, J. 
8th and 18th Dec 


Stanper or Trrte—Insunction—Damace Imminent, Tooven nor Accrvep 
—Lerrers Patent. 


Action for an injunction to restrain the defendanis from slandering the 
plaintiffs’ title as owners of certain letters patent. The Dunlop Co, were 
the owners of certain letters patent for an invention of pneumatic tyres 
granted to one Bartlett, and could licence others to manufacture and deal 
in such tyres. A tyre called the Michelin tyre, manufactured in France, 
could be purchased on the continent, but could not be imported into this 
country without the plaintiffs’ licence, since such tyre infringed the 
latter’s patent. The Clipper Co. were licensees of the plaintiffs or were 
the owners in equity of a licence granted by the plaintiffs to one Phelps, 
and could import Michelin tyres into this country, paying the plaintiffs’ 
royalties for so doing. The Earl of Shrewsbury and Talbot was the proprietor 
otf the Maison Talbot, of which Weigel was the manager. The defendants, 
by the manager, wrote on the 10th of February, 1903, the following letter : 
‘*Maison Talbot, February 18th, 1903. C. C. Selbach, Esq., 66, Great 
Russell-street. Dear Sir,—In reply to your esteemed favour of the 17th 
inst., we beg to inform you that Mr. Carter is the representative of the 
North British Rubber Co., and is travelling at the present moment on our 
behalf, who are the London representatives of the North British Rubber 
Co. for Clincher Michelin tyres. . . . As regards the remark in your 
letters as to being able to obtain Michelin tyres from the Clipper Co., we 
beg to inform you that under anarrangement now come to this is quite impos- 
sible, as they—Michelin—will not supply the Clipper Co., and we ask you 
to be good enough to accept it from us that there are other legal reasons 
preventing either the Dunlop, the Clipper, or any other company from 
importing Michelin tyres into this country, by which they would be 
infringing certain rights held by the North British Rubber Co.”’ The said 
Selbach was a customer of the said plaintiffs’ licensees. The plaintiffs 
alleged that this letter amounted to a libel or slander of title, that it 
meant that the plaintiffs could not import or licence others to import into 
this country Michelin tyres, and that Michelin tyres could not be bought 
in this country from the plaintiffs or their licensees. The d+fendants 
falsely and maliciously spoke and published of the plaintiffs and of them 
in relation to their said property words similar to those con- 
tained in the said letter; that the plaintiffs’ title to the letters 
patent and their business by the publication was injured, and 
that great injury would be caused unless the defendants were 
restrained from the repetition of such statements, and the plaintiffs 
would lose the profits to be derived from the sale of Michelin tyres in 
this country. The defendants alleged that the letter was not a libel or 
slander of title, that the words were not false, and were written without 
malice in honest assertion of the rights the defendants thought they had. 
The statement that Michelin would not supply the Clipper Co. was true 
in substance and in fact, and that the expression ‘‘ under an arrangement 
now come to ’’ referred to an arrangement between the North British Rubber 
Co, and Messrs. Michelin. The defeniants honestly believed that the North 
British Rubber Co. were the only company who could import Michelin 
—_ into this country, and further alleged that the letter was privileged. 

vidence was given to shew that both the plaintiffs were in habit of 
selling Michelin tyres ; that these tyres were sold under the names of the 
“Clincher” and the ‘‘ Clipper.” e defendants contended that there 
was no evidence of malice or of damage, that privilege was an answer to a 
claim for an injunction. Further, the Clipper Co., though beneficial 
owners, could not sue, as there had not been a legal licence granted to them. 








Further, an injunction would not lie against the Earl of Shrewsbury, 
against whom no want of good faith appeared. 

Watton, J., in giving judgment, said that he was of opinion that the 
statements were injurious to the plaintiffs in respect of their rights, tha 
they were false, and there was no ground for saying that the plaintiff, 
could not import Michelin tyres without infringing the rights of th 
North British Rubber Co. Weigel being familiar with the terms of 
the licence to the Rubber Co. must have known that there was nothi 
in the licence which could prevent the Dunlop Co. from impo 
into this country Bartlett tyres manufactured by Michelin, ang 
that there was nothing to prevent the Clipper Co., as betwem 
the Clipper Co. and the Rubber Co., from importing those tyne, 
The Clipper Co. had a licence to make and sell, and if they could not 
under this licence import and sell, there was nothing to prevent the 
Dunlop Co. as against the Rubber Co. from giving to the Clipper Co. a licen 
to import and sell. They were only restrained by the licence to th 
Rubber Co. from giving further licences to manufacture and sell. Weigel 
could not have supposed that the statement in the latter half of the letter 
was a correct statement of the facts as between the Dunlop and Clippe 
companies and the Rubber Co. The Dunlop Co, and the Clipper Up, 
could obtain Michelin Bartlett tyres, though not direct from Messrs, 
Michelin. Had the letter ceased after stating that Machelin woul 
not supply the Clipper Co., he thought no action would lie, 
but the letter went further and said that there were other reasons 
which prevented the Dunlop Co. and the Clipper Co., from importing 
Michelin tyres. That, he thought, was not a Jondé fide statemem 
honestly made to protect or advance the interests of the defendants, and 
that Weigel knew when he wrote the letter that it was not a correct or fair 
statement of facts, and that he wrote it in order to injure the Dunlop Co. 
and the Clipper Co. by preventing them from obtaining orders for Michelin 
tyres. He was of opinion that such a letter was calculated directly and 
immediately to injure the plaintiffs by depriving them of orders, and that 
it was intended to have that effect. If actual damage had been proved, 
the defendants might have been made liable for damages in an action at 
law. As to the defendants’ contention that since no actual damage had 
been proved no injunction could be granted, he thought that it was 
necessary to consider the view of the facts taken by the judges in the case 
of White v. Mellin (43 W. R. 353; 1895, App. Cas. 154), which was cited 
as an authority for that conteition. 1n that case the judges, he thought, 
came to the conclusion that there was no evidence that the libel was false, 
or that it had caused or was calculated to cause damage, or that it was false 
to the knowledge of the defendant, or that the defendant had_ been 
malicious. It was doubtful whether there was any libel at all; and it was 
clear that an injunction could not be granted. But in the present 
case, where damage would be the direct and natural result likely to 
follow, where the damage was imminent, he thought an injune- 
tion could be granted. As to the contention that the Clipper Oo, 
being merely the equitable owners, could not bring the action, he was of 
opinion that it did not matter whether the title was legal or equitable; 
the equitable owners were alone injured, and if they could not bring the 
action no one else could, and if the libel was injurious they could bring 
the action, and he accordingly granted an injunction. As regards the 
Earl of Shrewsbury, no want of good faith appeared on his part, and on 
the further argument he was not going to decide whether in fact the earl 
made himself a party to the malice. The attention of this defendant had 
been called to the letter, and he had refused to withdraw it. The case of 
Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (15 W. R. 877, L. R. 2 Ex. 259) was in 
point, and there must therefore be judgment against the Earl of Shrews- 
bury.—CounseL, Bray, K.C., A. J. Walter, and G. Hume ; Blake Odgers, 
K.C., and Stephen Lynch. Soxicrrors, J. B. § F. Purchase ; J. Hands. 

| Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SMITH (Appellant) ». LEIGH UNION (Respondents). 
9th Dec. 


Ratinc—AppraL aGainsr AssessMENTS—APPEARANCE OF AssESSMENT Cow- 
MITTEE—CONSENT oF GuARDIANS—Nortice To GuARDIANS — UNION ASSESS- 
MENT ComMITTEE (AMENDMENT) Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 39), 8. 2— 
Divipep Parisues AND Poor Law AmenpMent Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. 
c. 58), s. 12. 

Case stated by justices at quarter sessions for the County Palatine of 
Lancaster on an appeal against a poor rate. The rate was made on the 
19th of June, 1902. On the 27th of April, 1903, when the appeal 
came on for hearing, counsel appeared and claimed to be heard ou 
behalf of the assessment committee of the Leigh Union, appearing @ 
the name of the guardians of the union. The overseers of the township 
of Leigh, which is situated in the Leigh Union, did not appear. 
Counsel on behalf of the appellant called upon counsel for the assessment 
committee to prove that the committee had duly obtained the consent of 
the guardians to their appearance as respondents. It was proved o 
admitted that notice of appeal had been serve upon the assessment 
committee on the 11th of March, 1903; that the next meeting of the 
guardians was held on the 25th of March, and that the clerk of the com- 
mittee on the 20th of March sent to each of the guardians a notice dated 
Friday, the 20th of March, 1903, that at the next meeting the consent of 
the board to the appearance of the assessment committee as respondents 
in appeals to quarter sessions would be proposed. At the meeting of the 
guardians on the 25th of March it was resolved: ‘‘ That the 
hereby consent to the assessment committee appearing as respondents 
in appeals to quarter sessions against the assessment of the property 
of the appellant. It was contended by counsel for the assessment 
committee that the consent of the guardians thus given was a suffi 
compliance with section 2 of the Union Assessment Committee ( e 
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Act, 1864, which enacts that the assessment committee may, 


a assent of the guardians, after notice has been sent to every 
guardian, appear as respondents ta such appeal, but in the name of the 
ians of such union, and that such consent need not bein writing. It 
was contended on behalf of the appellant that the assessment committee 
and the guardians had not complied with section 12 of the Divided Parishes 
and Poor Law Amendment Act, 1882, which enacts that: ‘‘ Where under 
the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834, or any of the Acts amending the 
same, the consent in writing of a majority of the guardians of a union 
_ , is required, it shall be a sufficient compliance with such 
requirement if a resolution giving conrent is passed at the 
meeting of the rdians . . . of which meeting and of 
the business to be transacted thereat not less than fourteen days’ 
notice shall be given to each guardian . . .” It was contended 
for the appellant that not less than fourteen days’ notice should 
have been given to each guardian of the meeting at which the con- 
sent to the appearance of the assessment committee as respondents was 
given, and that as only four clear days’ notice was given of such meeting, 
including Saturday and Sunday, such notice was insufficient and such con- 
sent was invalid, and that the assessment committee had no right to appear 
and be heard on the appeal. It was contended for the assessment com- 
mittee that section 12 of the above Act did not apply : (1) Because it 
referred only to consents in writing, and section 2 of the Union Assessment 
Committee (Amendment) Act, 1864, did not require a consent in writing ; 
(2) because the last said Act was not one of the Acts amending the Poor 
law Amendment Act, 1834; and (8) because the said section 12 provided 
merely that a resolution passed at a meeting of which not less than 
fourteen days’ notice had been given should be a sufficient compliance with 
the requirements of earlier Acts, but did not enact that a resolution passed 
without such notice should in no case be valid, and that the words 
“fourteen days shall be sufficient’ do not impose a minimum. The 
justices allowed the appellants’ objection and refused to hear counsel for 
the assessment committee. The justices than heard appellant’s evidence 
and allowed the appeal. The question for the opinion of the court was 
whether the justices were right in refusing to hear counsel for the assess- 
ment committee. 

Tur Cover (Lord Atversrone, O.J.,and Lawrance and Kennepy, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal, being of opinion that the justices were wrong, and that 
the objection that the notices ought to be fourteen days’ notices was 
abad one. Appeal allowed.—Counser, W. W. Mackenzie; Ryde. 
Soricrrors, F. Kinch, for A. H. Hayward, Leigh ; Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co., 
for Marsh, Son, § Calvert, Leigh. 

[Reported by E. G. Stitt wet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatrne Socrery.—Jan. 5.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That the question of Alien 
Immigration calls for speedy legislation on the part of the Government.”’ 
Mr. P. B. Henderson opened in the affirmative, Mr. F. J. A. Leggatt opened 
in the negative. The following members also spoke: Jack Meyers, H. O. 
Carter, W. M. Pleadwell, R. P. C. Johnson, W. Weller, A. P. Spanton, 
W.E. Singleton, and K. Greene. ‘he motion was carried by one vote. 
The secretaries in their quarterly report stated that the average weekly 


attendance had been forty-two. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Samuel Carter. 


Mr. Samuel Carter, barrister, died on Wednesday in last week at Bristol. 
He was the son of Mr. John Carter, of Tavistock, and was called to the 
bar in 1847, and joined the Western Circuit, of which at his death he was 
one of the oldest members. He was a revising barrister from 1879 to 1884. 
In 1852 he was elected Member of Parliament for Tavistock at a by- 
élection, and was again returned at the general election in the same year, 
but was unseated on petition on the ground that he did not possess the 
then requisite property qualification. He again contested the seat in 
1857, but without success. ; 


Mr. P. De Lande Long. 


Mr. Peter De Lande Long, solicitor, of the firm of Long & Gardiner, 
of 8, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, died on Wednesday evening. He was the eldest 
ron of Mr. Peter Bartholomew Long, who was Mayor of Ipswich in 1850. 
He was admitted in 1858, and for some time carried on business in partner- 
ship with the late Sir John B. Monckton, Mr. T. H. Gardiner subsequently 
joining the firm. After the appointment of Sir J. B. Monckton as town 
tlerk of London the firm became Long & Gardiner. Mr. Long was a 
zealous Freemason, and was appointed a Senior Grand Deacon in 1877. 
ey was clerk to the Foundling Hospital and to the Worshipful Company 


makers, pei 





Mr, Justice Grantham has recovered from his attack of bronchitis. 
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Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Trevor J. SHackett, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Morgan, Scott, 
& Shackell, of Gordon-chambers, 31, Queen-street, Cardiff, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Wiitram ALexanpeR Crump, Sir Wittiam Jonn Crump, Wis 
Horace Onartes Crump, Duptey James Crump, Witt1am Cuirron, and 
Epwarp Wrnxrtersortom, solicitors (William A. Crump & Son), 17, 
Leadenhall-street, London. Dec. 31. So far as regards the said- Edward 
Winterbottom. 

Jonn Grptey and Arrnur Snow, solicitors (Gidley & Snow), Exeter. 
Dec. 31. The said business will be carried on in the future by the said 
John Gidley. 

ReGinaLp Witson Peraruess and Ropert Atrrep Dattas Beecurne, 
solicitors (Pearless & Beeching), Tunbridge Wells. Dec. 31. 

(Gazette, Jan. 1. 

Joun Witiram AppLesHaw, Wiuit1am Warsvrron, Harotp Porr 
AppiesHaw, and Joun Witu1am Heywoop App.iesuaw, solicitors 
(Addleshaw, Warburton, & Co.), 15, Norfolk-street, Manchester. Dec. 31. 
The said John William Addleshaw, Harold Pope Addleshaw, and John 
William Heywood Adileshaw will continue to carry on business at No. 15, 
Norfolk-street aforesaid, under the style or firm of Addleshaw, Sons, & 
Co. The said William Warburton will also continue to carry on business 
on his own account and in his own name at No. 15, Norfolk-street afore- 
said. 

Myuies Arte, Crark, Freperick Josepnx Crark, and Dovertas ARIEL 
Crark, solicitors and notaries (M. A. Clark & Co.), Bristol. Dec. 31. 


JosepH WriuramM Exus, Hues BickerstetH, and CiLemenr Grorce 
Lumuey EL is, solicitors (Ellis, Bickersteth, & Ellis), Portland House, 
Basinghall-street. Dec. 31. So,faras regards the said Clement George 
Lumley Ellis. 

Wituam Henpverson and Epwarp Gerrisa, solicitors (Fussell & Co.), 
Bristol. Dec. 31. 

Hermon Atrrep Gaunt and Harotp Newron, solicitors (Gaunt & 
Newton), 15, Sunbridge-road, Bradford. Each of them, the said Hermon 


Alfred Gaunt and Harold Newton, will continue to practise as a 
solicitor at the same address on his own account and in his own name. 


Sypvey Gepce, Atrrep Ocrayrus Kirry, Cuaries Freprric Mier, 
Lestrz Larnom Gepcr, and Hven Hirristey Ayscoven-Ayscover, 
solicitors (Gedge, Kirby, & Millett), No. 11, Great George-street, in the 
city of Westminster. Dec. 31. The said Sydney and Leslie 
Lathom Gedge will continue to carry on business as solicitors at No. 11, 
Great George-street aforesaid, under the style or firm of & Gedge ; 
and the said Alfred Octavius Kirby, Charles Frederic Millett, and H 
Hippisley Ayscough-Ayscough will continue to on business 
at No. 11, Great George-street aforesaid, under the style or firm of Kirby, 
Millett, & Ayscough. 

Tuomas Hartey Jongs and Hartey Rayner Hopper, solicitors (Harley 
Jones & Hodder), 76, Finsbury-pavement, London. Dec. 31. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 5. 





General. 


Mr. T. Henry Baylis, K.C., who was for twenty-seven years judge of 
at dinner on Monday, on 


the Liverpool Court ot Passage, was en’ 
his resignation, at the ‘North-Western Hotel, Li 1, by members of the 
bar practising in that court. Mr. William Pi , K.C., presided. 


Mr. David Jones, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. David Jones & Roberts, 


who came up in custody after his extradition from the United States, was 
charged at rwst this week, says the St. James’s Gazette, at the instance 
riation of trust funds. Mr, 


of the Public Prosecutor, with the misap; 
Roberts, for the Treasury, stated that 
amount to £9,877. 


We are informed that the first batch of Ro 


e defalcations were alleged to 


Naval Volunteers for the 





‘* Legal Company ’’ were enrolled on the ult. All the applicants— 
barristers, solicitors, bar students, articled clerks, officials in various 
Government Lega! De ents, clerks to barristers and solicitors, and 
others connected with the legal profession—passed the medical examina- 
tion and signed on. This com » which is to be ‘‘ Number Seven Com- 
commenced drill on the 7th inst., so that those in or connected 





Pith the legal profession who aze desirous ‘of joining that particular com: 
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pany should present themselves for examination as early as possible. 
Assistant Paymaster Charles Greenwood, R.N.V.R., will be pleased to see 
and give full particulars to anyone in or connected with the legal pro- 
fession who may contemplate applying for enrolment. Mr. Greenwood’s 
address is 1, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. The Royal Naval 
Volunteer Reserve London Division has already enrolled about 800 men. 
The Admiralty are supplying all recruits with uniforms free, and a drill 
ship, ‘‘H.M.S. Buzzard,’’ with big guns and boats, will shortly be moored 
near Blackfriars Bridge. Opportunities will be afforded for cruises in 
H.M. ships during the summer months, and every other opportunity will 
be afforded the members of the force for becoming efficient in rifle drill, 
gunnery, and seamanship. 


In computing the damages for the breach of a contract to furnish the 
dresses for the trousseau of a bride of wealth and high social standing, it 
is held, says the Albany Law Journal, in Lewis v. Holmes (61 L. R. A. 274), 
that the court will take into consideration, not alone the disappointment 
of the bride, and her mortification and humiliation in going to her husband 
unprovided with a suitable trousseau, but also the fact that entertainments 
had been planned in her honour on her wedding tour, and at her arrival at 
the home of her husband, which entertainments she was obliged to forego 
for want of the dresses. 


Lord Lindley, in charging the grand jury at Norfolk Quarter Sessions, 
referred to the new Motor-car Act. Two points he indicated on which he 
thought there might be an erroneous impression. One was that as twenty 
miles an hour was the legal limit of speed, some motorists might suppose 
that they were within the law so long as they did not exceed that pace. 
But that was entirely wrong, the much more important section, which 
said nothing at all about the minor matter of a rate of speed, was the 
first clause, which enjoined on the motorist to drive at a speed suited to 
the circumstances of the traffic. Five or six miles an hour might be 
reckless under some circumstances. The other point was the duty of the 
drivers to stop in case of accident. Unscrupulous motorists bad sometimes 
made off after an accident, and, as a consequence, a section in the Act 
made it their duty to stop under a severe penalty if they did not. 


Mr. Gray Hill, writing to the Times on solicitors and their clients’ money, 
says: ‘‘In reference to the letter on this subject which appears in your 
isssue of this day’s date signed ‘John R. Adams,’ permit me to say that 
no one disputes the duty of a solicitor under ordinary circumstances to at 
once pay over to a client money received for him. But a very little know- 
ledge of the business conducted by solicitors will enable anyone to under- 
stand that money is often paid by a client to his solicitor for a particular 
purpose—i.e., to complete a purchase or a mortgage of property, the com- 
pletion of which is delayed, or to be applied in certain payments which it 
is deemed desirable should be made through the solicitor. Again, money 
may be received by the solicitor which has to be divided amongst several 
people in a particular way, upon certain evidence not immediately forth- 
coming being supplied. Andin many other ways moneys may be received 
which cannot be immediately paid over to anyone. It is in reference to 
such cases as these that the discussion in the Soticrrors’ Journat has been 
proceeding. My contention is that all sums not belonging to a solicitor 
should, as a matter of practice, be placed by him in a separate banking 
account, and not mixed with his own money, and that no unnecessary trouble 
in bookkeeping arises from this course being adopted. My arguments are 
stated in full in my address to the provincial meeting of the Law Society 
at Liverpool in October last. But [am quite aware that there is a differ- 
ence of opinion in the profession upon this subject. Mr. Adams speaks of 
clents’ money not being kept longer than is necessary to dispose of it by 
payment. It is this period of delay, which is not always a short one, for 
which provision should, I think, be made in the way which I mention.” 


Mr. Justice Grantham, in charging the jury at the East Sussex Quarter 
Sessions on Tuesday, says the Zines, dealt with the Poor Prisoners’ 
Defence Act. He said that personally he thought the cases in which 
assistance for prisoners would be required would be very few. For 
instance, in London, on the north side, in 1902 there were 682 prisoners 
tried and convicted, but a still larger number —813—pleaded guilty, and 
at the Central Criminal Court only 409 out of 1,000 prisoners committed 
were actually tried and convicted, 384 pleading guilty, and 188 being 
acquitted. Many a man liked “‘ to havea run for his money,’’ but how many 
more would like to have a run without anymoney. Every effort. was made 
to find out cases where innocent persons had been convicted, but nobody 
could put his finger on acase. There might have been a few cases, and 
he himself had one in which he was doubtful about the prisoner’s guilt, 
but even in that case the prisoner was convicted entirely on his own 
statement, which was untrue. According to statistics a man who was 
innocent stood a better chance of getting off if he had no counsel but 
made his own statement. If it was true, he was invariably acquitted. The 
Act might be required in some instances where a man was poor. It would 
be a good thing if in such cases, where the magistrates thought the 
prisoner’s statement shewed that he had an answer to the charge instead 
of at once employing counsel they should first adjourn and instruct the 
police to investigate the prisoner's story. If it was found to be true, then 
the man need not be committed for trial, and it would be unnecessary to 
use the machinery of the Act. On the same subject, Mr. Andrew Johnson, 
chairman of the Essex Quarter Sessions, said that he had never known an 
Act which so bristled with defects as the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act: 
The Home Secretary had written that the rules under the Act would not 
be ready for a considerable time. The nomination of solicitors for defence 
by committing justices was open to objection—it would be far better if 
the matter rested with the Clerk of the Peace. The court agreed to ask 
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The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions anv Lire Po.icies. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale, No. 754, of the 
aye Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following items wer 
80. : 












ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-third of £12,596 ; life 71 Sold £2,400 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £1,000 with profits; life 66 ... oso eo ’ £700 
For €1,000 with profits; life 46 ... oo ooo ° oo £360 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or REGIsTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date Emercescy Appgeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byryeg. 
Monday, Jan............11 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday... .... AB Godfrey i nD Jackson Church 
Wednesday 13 Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Thursday ... _ 14 Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
SIE sescascbveataneveuss 15 Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Saturday .........cccccsss 16 Pemberton Carrington Jackson Church 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swinrew Eapy, 
Mr. Farmer Mr. W. Leach Mr. King 
i Theed Farmer 
Farmer W. Leach Church 
i Theed Greswell 
Farmer W. Leach Theed 
i Theed W. Leach 





HILARY SITTINGS, 1904. 


COURT OF APPEAL. taken on days to be announced in the 
Daily Cause List. 
Appgeat Court I. 


Fina], Interlocutory and New Trial Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division. Final 
and Interlocutory Ap; from the 
Admiralty Division, and Cases in In re 
The Workmen’s Compensation Act, or 
other Business propo to be taken in 
this Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 


Caancery Cover II. 


Mr. Justice BYRNE. 


| Mon., Jan. 11. Mots and non-wit list 

9 {Companies Acts and non- 
Tuesday .....12 wit list 
Theder ia | Non-wit list 
Friday ......15...Mots and non-wit list 

Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ...16 sum s, and non-wit list 
Monday...... 18...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday... 19} Companies Acts and non. 


Apreay Covrgr I. 





Final and Interlocutory Appeals from the 
Chancery Division,theProbateand Divorce 
Division, Bai ptcy and Lunacy Appeals wit list 
and Appeals from the Lancaster and | . 

Durham Palatine Courts, or other Busi- | Wednesday 20 Non-wit list 

ness proposed to be taken in this Court, | Thursday ...21 

will, from time to time, be announced in | Friday ...... 22...Mots and non-wit list 

the Daily Cause List. diene aa {She caus, pets, procedure 
see sums, and non-wit list 

Monday......25 . Sitting in chambers 

Companies Acts and non- 

Tuesday .....26 ba let 

ees } Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 29 ..Mots and non-wit list 

Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ...30 { sums, and on Eo list 

Mon., Feb. 1...Sitting in chambers 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Covrr I. 


Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


Companies Acts and note 
The following will be the Order of | Tuesday ... 2f or ee "7 ™ 
USLDESS :— Wednesday 3) ++ 1 

Non-wit list 

Meniley—Chanber Thursday ... 45 


Friday ...... 5...Mots and non-wit list 


Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...<6 i sums, and p acag B list 


Monday . ... 8...8itting in chambers 
i d non- 
Tuesday ... o | Companies Acts an 


Wednesday 10 +1 
Thureday ».11 | Non-wit list 


Tuesday—Sht caus, pets, and adj sums 
Wednesday and Thursday—Adj sums 
Friday—Mots and adj sums 

N.B.—Tuesday, January 12th, will also be 
s Motion day. 


Saturday—Adj sums 


Actions without witnesses (not marked | Friday ......12.. Mots and -wit list 
short) and further considerations will be of ( aa aa oe rocedure 
he: on days from time totime announced Saturday ...13} Some and eects list 
aie nahn: ae Monday......15...Sitting in chambers 

Short Causes will be put into Tuesday’s Companies Acts and non 
List on the necessary pa’ ga J Tuesday 16 } Wit Let si - 

wit judge’s 


minutes) being left Wednesda’ 
y 17 215 
clerk. Thursday” 18 | Nou-wit list 





the Home Secretary to receive a deputation upon the question. 


Friday .,.....19,.,. Mote and non-wit list 
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Sht caus, pets, procedure 
saturday ...20 { sums, and non-wit list 

Companies ‘Acts and 

and non- 
quesday ...23 { wit list 
4 on 

Wednesda: = et t Non-wit list i 
Friday 26 Mots and non-wit list 


-— Sht ca: pets, procedure 
Saturday ...27 pee and non-wit list 
chambe' 


Monday......29...Sitting in Ts 

: hey Acts and non- 
wit list 

Wodnesdsy ; } Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 4.,.Mots and non-wit list 


S8ht rocedure 
Saturday ... 5 sums, eo wit list 
Monday...... 7...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 8 = Acts and non- 
ustesiey = i Non-wit list 
Friday ...... oT re non-wit list wer 
Saturday... 12 { sums, and bee list 
Monday . ...14 ——? — ie 
Tuesday ...15 { — 
Wednesday 16 — 
Thurday J 17 i Non-wit list 


Friday ...... wer -y and non-wit list 

t caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...19 } sums, and wk list 
Monday......21...Sitting ay ge + 
Tuesday ...22 { ——— cts and non- 
Pednesday & | Non-wit list 
Friday ...... mrs and non-wit a 

t caus, pets, p ure 
Saturday ...26 fae and non-wit list 


Monday...... 28... Sitti cham 

Tuceday “5 Sealine ae, at caus, 

Wednesday 30 } pets, &c 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. The necessary papers, includ- 
ing wo copies of minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order, must be left 
in the Court with the judge’s clerk one 
clear day before the cause is to be put in 
the paper, in default the cause will not be 
put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Master's 
Certificate. These must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the Paper. 


Lorp CHANCELLOR’s CouRT. 
Ma. Justice FARWELL. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Farwett will take Actions with Wit- 
Demes daily throughout the Sittings. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Ms. Justice BUCKLEY. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice BuckLey 
will take Actions with Witnesses daily 
throughout the Sittings. 


Cuancery Court IIT. 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Jovcr 
will take Actions with Witnesses daily 
throughout the Sittings. 


Kixe’s Bencu Court IL 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 
Jan. 11,..Mots 


' Tuesday .....12...General paper 


Wednesday 13 

Thursday 74 } General paper 

Friday ...... 15...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...16 { owe ong and Manchester 
Monday ..... 18...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Wednesday 20 

Thursday 7 ot } General paper 

Friday .....22.. Mots and gen pa 


Saturday ... 23...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday ......25 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday......26 
Wednesday 27 } General paper 
Thursday ...28 
Friday 
Saturday ...30 er and Liverpool 
Mon., Feb. 1...Sitting in chambers 

y ... 2...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 


Friday 
Saturday ... 6...Sht caus, pets, & gen pa 
Monday... .. 8...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday ... 9 

Wednesday 10{ General paper 

Thursday ...11 

Friday ...... 12...Mots and gen pa 

Citaeteg fees 8 eee 
Monday...... 15...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...16-..Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Wednesday 17 

Thursday 718 i General paper 

Friday ..... 19...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...20 . Sht caus, pets, & gen pa 
Monday......22 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...23 

Wednesday 24 General paper 

Thursday ...25 


Friday .....26...Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ...27 fo omg and Liverpool 


Tues, Mar. 1...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Wednesday 2 
Thursday”. 35 General paper 
Friday ...... 4...Motsand gen pa 
Saturday ... 5...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday...... 7... Sitting in chambers 
a 
y pa: 

Thursday ...10 - 
Friday 
Saturday ...12 { te ao and Manchester 
Monday......14...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .....15...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Wednesday 16 
Thursday ”.17 } General paper 
Friday .. ...18...Mots 
Saturday ...19...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday .... 21 ..Sitting in chambers 
Ene pe A a 

ednesday General paper 
Thursday 72} 
Friday ...... 25... Mots 
Saturday ae and Liverpool 


Monday ......28...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday ...29 
Wednesday 30 } General paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in Court with the Judge’s Clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
Paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz. :—T'wo copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order, 1 copy plead- 
ings, and 1 copy master’s certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge’s clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come into 





the paper. 


Circuits of the Judges. 


The following judges will remain in town: Bavce, J., during the whole 
of the Circuits; the other judge till their respective commission days. 


Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken 
on the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of 
the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not be 
taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will 
be no alteration in the old practice. 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1904. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will from time to 
time, be ennounced in the Daily Cause List. : 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General Last.) 
1900. 

In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Cold Smith ce behalf, &c) v 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust ld from order of 
Mr Justice Rekewich, dated April 6, 1900 (so until Easter, 1904) May 
24 
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1902. 


Foy, Morgan & Co v.Kempf appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Feb 6, 1902 pt hd (s o for Master’s certificate) April 23 


1903. 


Inire Tompsett, dec Cripps v Tompsett and ors appl of pltff from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov.20, 1902 Jan 1 

In re Barlow, dec Edsall v Kerley appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated ‘Dec 4, 1902 (so toaddtrustees) Feb 12 

Crosfield v Manchester Ship Canal Co appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated April 7, 1903, and cross-notice by pltff dated Dec 
16 1903. April 8 

In re Wharncliffe’s Trusts The Rt Hon F John Earl Wharncliffe v The 
Right Hon C B Stuart Wortley, and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated March 31,1903 (so) April 23 

In re FitzGerald’s Settlement Surman v FitzGerald appl of defend- 
ant G T M S V FitzGerald from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
March 24, 1903 May 26 Same v Same appl of defendant Sir 
W GS V FitzGerald from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 
24,1903 May 26 

Keith v Gancia and ors appl of plaintiff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated April 1, 1903 May 28 

How v Winterton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 11, 1902 (s o until further order—produce order) June 3 

Keeping v Gearing appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
June 24, 1903 (produce order) July 1 

The National Telephone Cold v The Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of the 
City and County of Kingston-upon-Hull appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated June 17, 1903 July 15 

In the Matter of Two Registered Trade Marks, No. 15,920 and 238,790 of 
the Anglo-Swiss Condensed Milk Co and In the Matter of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 1888 appl of respts, Anglo- 
Swiss Co from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 28,1903 July 15 

Anglo-Swiss Condensed Milk Co v Pearks, Gunston, & Teeld appl of 
pitff co from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated May 28, 1903 (produce 
order) July 16 

In re Hanbury, dec Hanbury v Fisher and ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 10,1903 July 17 

Hooper v Bromet (Raphael 3rd Party) appl of Ralph Raphael, 3rd party, 
from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 18, 1903 (produce order) 
July 20 

Patent Exploitation 1d v American Electrical Novelty, &c, Co 1d appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated June 24,1903 (so not 
before judgment given in House of Lords by same petners v Siemens 
Bros—by order) July 21 

In the Matter of Letters Patent granted to William Geipel No 7,860 of 
1893, for an invention in steam traps and In the Matter of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 1888 appl of petnr from order 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated June 27, 1903, and cross-notice by respt, 
dated August 6, 1903 July 24 

In re Thomas Wilson, dec Hill and anr v Swift and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated June 11, 1903 July 25 


Lambert v International Phonograph Indestructible Record Cold appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 27, 1903 (produce 
order) July 30 

Baily v The British Equitable Assce Co appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 29, 1903 (produce order) Aug7 

Newlands (West Griqulend) Diamond Mines ld v Trubenbach appl of 
deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated June 18, 1903 Aug 10 

In re Montagu and the Settled Land Acts appl of F J O Montagu from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 9, 1903 Aug 10 

King v Santley appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 1,1903 Aug 10 

Davies v Gedge and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, 
dated April 28, 1903 (produce order—security ordered) Aug 11 

In re Yates Yates v Barlow and anr appl of defendants from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 9, 1903 Aug 11 

‘In re William Heelas, dec Denton v Denton and ors appl of defendants 
from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 16, 1903 Aug18 

In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Sussex Brick Co 
ld _ appl of applicants from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 30, 
1903 Aug 18 

In the Matter of the ( ow Acts, 1862 and 1900 and In the Matter of 
Henry Lovibond (1900) 1d appl of H Burman & Sons from refusal of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 30, 1903 (produce order) Aug 26 

InreDenton,dec The Licenses Insurance Corporation and Guarantee Fund ld 
v Denton appl of pltfis from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated 
July 18, 1903 (produce order) Aug 26 

Neale v Crundall appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Walton, dated 
Aug 26, 1903 (produce order) S-pt 2 

Byrne v King and ors appl of pltff from order fof Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated May 9, 1903 Sept 17 

Roberts v Pearce & Sons, ld appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated July 20,1903 Sept 19 


Crocker v Aerators appl of deft from order of Mr Justive Buckley, dated 
. July 22,1908 Oct 20 


(produce order) Oct 23 


Aug 11, 1903 Oct 29 


Stroud v The Royal Aquarium and Summer and Winter Garden Soe aj 
ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 29, jg, 


In re.Edward Chapman, dec Perkins v Chapman appl of pltff fim 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 30, 1903 Oct 27 
Smith v Clough appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, daty 


In the Matter of an Arrangement between the Midland Ry Co of Weiten 
Australia and its Debenture holders The Midland Ry Co of Westey 
Australia 1d v The Industrial General Trust 1d appl of deft W F Ley 


from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 24,1903 Nov 4 


In re Oldfield, dec Oldfield v Oldfield appl of pltff from order of y 
Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 10, 1903 Nov 14 


Hamilton E. Pawley from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 


1903 Novi18 


In re C Pawley, dec Pawley and ors v Pawley and ors appl of def 


dated Aug 1 


In re M D Barkworth’s Settlement Heathcote v Gadesden appl of deft 


from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Oct 29, 1903 Nov 21 
Towers and anr v The African Tug Co ld and ors appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Nov 6, 1903 Nov 27 


of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Nov 14, 1903 


Dec 1 


Gair v Tolhurst and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joye, 
dated Nov 10, 1903 (produce order) Nov 28 


In re M L Wills, dec Hornbuckle v Hornbuckle appl of pltff from onde 


The London and North Western Ry Co v The Mayor, Aldermen anj 
Citizens of the City of Westminster appl of pltft from order of iy 


dated Dec 4, 1903 (produceorder) Dec 10 


(produce order) Dec 10 
Joyce, dated Aug 12,1903 Dec 15 
Buckley, dated Nov 26, 1903 Dec 18 


(produce order) Dec 19 


Dec 16, 1903 (produce order) Dec 22 
dated Dec 16, 1903 (produce order) Dec 23 


1903. 


Buckley, dated Feb 2, 1903 (produce order) 


June 27 


Court of Appeal) Dec 24 


(General List.) 
1903. 


The President, dated Jan 19, 1903 April 21 








a jury, Middlesex June 3 


Feb 4 


- 


Divorce Beauchamp v Beauchamp and Watt appl of respt from order of 


Justice Joyce, dated Nov 19, 1901 (re-entered Dec 4, 1903) 
The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld and Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v North 
British Rubber Cold appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 


The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld and anr v David Moseley & Sons li 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Dec 8, 1903 


W Cory & Son ld v Harrison appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justig 
Empress of Gwalia ld ~ Foster appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 


In re ES Cotgrave 1d Mynors and anr v Cotgrave and ors appl of defts 
Ward and ors from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 5, 193 


Clarke v Fraser appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Nov 4, 1903, and supplemental notice, dated Dec 8, 1903 Dec:19 

In re Henry Lord Leconfield, dec Wyndham v Leconfield appl of Lori 
Leconfield from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 16, 1903 (pn- 
duce order) Dec 22 Same v Same SamevSame appl of The ion 
W R Wyndham and three ors from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 


Addison v Singleton and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bryne, 


In the Matter of the Trade Marks, Nos. 36,154, 36,155, 42,378, 42,379, 
225,812—3—4—5 and 6, Registered in the names of Burrough, Wellcome, 
& Co and Henry Solomon Wellcome (trading as Burrough, Wellcome & 
Co) and Inthe Matter of the Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Act, 
1883 to 1888 appl of Thompson & Capper from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Dec 14, 1903 (produce order) Dec 24 


FROM THE CHANCERY, PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


In re Dunn Brinklow v Singleton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 


The Great Northern and Lancashire Ry v The Great Central Ry Co appl 
of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 25, 1903 part 
heard June 25 (so until after Railway Commissioners meet, by order 


) 
Edme Id and reduced and The Patent Bread Process Cold appl of deft(o 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Nov 27, 1903 Dec7 
In re The Arbitration Act, 1889 hofield v Allen and anr appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 23, 1903 Dec 11 
Leckhampton Quarries Co ld v Ballinger and ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 30, 1903 Dec 14 
In re Mrs Fanny Soloman, dec Stead v Scheyer appl of 8 8 Scheyer 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 28, 1903 (by leave of 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 


Divorce Gordon v Gordon and Gordon appl of respt Margaret Cordon 
from order of The President, dated March 10, 1903 


May 13 
Div rce Constantinidi v Constantinidi and J,ance 


appl of respt Julia 


D Constantinidi from order of The President, dated Aug 10, 1903 (No3 
New Trial List to follow this and to be heard together, by’order) Sept 4 


(New Trial Paper.) 


Divorce Stephenson v Stephenson and Hunt appln of H B Hunt for 
judgt or new trial, dated May 21, 1903, at trial before The President with 
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coda 










9 1904 
arden Sena i Constantinidi v Constantinidi and Lance appln of H W Lance | Sedgefield Rural District Council v Forester’s Bishop Middleham Brewery 
l July 99 in for judgt or new trial, dated Aug 10, 1903, at trial before The President, Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 7, 
‘ and a special jury, Middlesex Sept 5 - 1903, without a jury, Durham March 27 

of plttt fro i Bispham v Bispham, Shaw and Studdert appl of petnr for |The New Balla Balla Copper Mines ld v Jackson appl of deft from judgt 
7 indgt or new trial, dated Dec 17, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice |: of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 20, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Joyce; data Barnes and a special jury Dec 23 March 30 

4 f eae Thirwall and ors v Hay and anr appl of deft Hay from judgt of Mr Justice 
Yo of Weiten FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. Wright, dated Jan 15, 1903, without a jury, London March 31 
0 of W (General List.) Vidal vy Muller appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 

nee eee March 19, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 2 


ft W Pia! 
q 


1903. 


Ripper v Webster 


appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
April 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 6 






m order of Mr Hou Bosch and Coh 1 of pltffs fr rice- " 
eu Bosch and ors v Cohen appl of pltffs from order of The Vice-Chan ; / . , 
appl of deh cellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated March 13, 1903 June = than W Little frome wader ef Jastion Walton datet March 13, 
6 903, without a jury, Middl 17 : ; 
_ Aug ad Inthe Matter of a Trust of Settlement dated Dec 31, 1900 Mather and Webot art Waldinetny oe sani et pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 


appl of 

21 det 
of defts from 
lustice J oyce, 
iff from onde 


Idermen ani 
order of My 


Id v North 
ustice Byrne, 


ey & Sons lj 
| Dec 8, 1903 


Mr Justice 


Mr Justice : 1 : ‘ z ‘ 
Inre Slobodinsky, J L (expte The J S L Tobacco. Co 1d), No 82 of 1903 and Justices Wills and Channell, dated Jan 26,1905 April 25 
ppl of defts from an Order made by Mr Justice Wright, dated 14th July, 1903 The London and Birmingham Trust Co v Anglo-Russian Contract Co ld 
ug 5, 1903 In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 1,217 of 1903 from an Order made} and Landau appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
’ by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 7th Dec, 1903, dismissmg with costs the March 23, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 27 
wich, dated er? eee OF OS SS Ee eee eee Weeks v Greene appl of pitff “from judgment of Mr Justice Wright, 
e019 hie Pilling, JR (expte The Debtor) No 1,143 of 1898 from an Order | , “ted April 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 28 
ppl of Lord g sat j 903. dismica Smith v Betty appl of plaintiff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
1903 (pro. made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 4th Dec, 1903, dismissing the Dec 19, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex April 28 
i The Hon Debtor's application for an cease for a now first mesting of creditots Dallow v Davis and ors appl of defts other than Ed Davis from judgt of 
oyce, dated Inre A Debtor (expte The Petitioning Creditors), No 839 of 1903 from Mr Justice Bicha 1: ra April 27. 1903. without a tae. Seiiieeds 
~~ an Order made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated Ist Dec, 1903, April 30. igham, dated April 2/, 190s, jury, Middlese 
stice Bryne, ppemaning the pelition Continental Caoutchouc and Gutta Percha Co v Kleinworth, Sons, & Co 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated April 27, 1903, 
78, 42,379, cs : without a jury, Middlesex May 5 
Wellcome, (Final List.) Hart v The London and South Counties Press 1d appl of defts from judgt 
Vellcome & 1902 of Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 10, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
farks Act, eee May 11 
Mr Justice Brown and Goodman v Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice | Whiteside v Cohen appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Kennedy, dated July 10, 1902, with a special jury, Huntingdon (not | March 19, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex May 12 
before seven days after judgt given in House of Lords in Simpson y | Stockdale v Ascherberg appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
[VISIONS. Attorney-Gen) July 17 dated April 23, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex May 12 
y tat ‘ 
Mayor, &c of Northampton v Ellen appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr|'The Attorney-General v The Duke of Northumberland, C F Murray 
Justice Bigham (special case), dated Aug 4, 1902 Oct 9 (spinster) and C W Bell (Revenue Side) appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Jackson v Mumford appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, Justice Ridley, dated April 21, 1903 May 18 
Mr Justice dated Nov 3, 1902, weneut a jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice of appl | Warr & Co 1d v The London County Council appl of pltffs from judgt of 
by pltff, dated Nov 20, 1902 Nov 15 : . Mr Justice Wright, dated May 1, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Co appl Mackill v Marten appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated May 18 =the : z —— 
‘ 902, wi taj Middl Jec 24 7 
903 part op om, Ss opey, 1903. _" Llandrindod Wells Water Co v Hawksley and ors appl of defts from 
» by coder levy v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham,| judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated April 7, 1903, without a jury, 
| of deft Oo dated Jan 17, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex (so until Chancery Matter | Middlesex May 19 
disposed of) Feb 5 Harse v The Pearl Life Assurance Cold appl of defts from judgt of the 
1 of defts Gough v Aspatria Water Board appl of J M A Gough from judgt of Mr Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, dated May 11, 1903 
1 Justice Wright, dated Feb 20, 1903, special case March 3 In the May 20 
rom onder Matter of an Arbitration Gough v Aspatria, Silloth and District | Lumley v Faupel appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
oe bots Bn ng ae = pg a — 9 judgt of | Justices Wills and Channell, dated April 24, 1903 May 20 
x ustice Wrig a eb 20, 1903, special case March 5 2 A ‘ = 
a Higson and anr v Heath & Sons appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice — —o ee = sass “ yer ey ante te 
Walton, dated Feb 23, 1903, without a jury, Manchester March 10 Itffs, dated May 25. 1903 May 21 —" ’ 
The City Arcades, Birmingham, ld v Marsh appl of pltffs from judgt of cer agcarag Ags =~ : . 
ief : ‘ 3 (3 i cant Colli j rd Chief Justice 
the Lord Chief Justice, dated Feb 9, 1903 (jury discharged), Birming- | Saunderson v Collins appl of deft from judgt of The Lo 
ham March 13 and Justices Wills and Channell, dated April 29, 1903 May 21 
Whadcoat v North appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated | The London and India Dock Co v The Great Eastern Railway Co and the 
Jan 21, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex March 14 Midland Railway Co (Railway and Canal Commission) appl of London 
C Price & Co v Union Lighterage Co, 1d appl of defts from judgt of Mr| and India Dock Co from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, The Hon Sir F 
1 order of Justice Walton, dated’ March 11, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex} Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated May 14, 1903 May 21 
March 16 es . Moore, Nettlefold & Co v The Singer Manufacturing Co appl of pltfts 
| Gordon Mayor, &c of Harrogate v Dickinson appl of deft from judgt of Mr| from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, 
—— Wright, — 21, 1903 un dak tae 17 dated May 12,1903 May 25 
spt Julia mv Hall appl of deft from judgt of The ief Justice and | jy il - : 
103 (No 3 Justices Wills and Channell, dated Jan 29, 1903 March 20 en ee ee aippl of Bn ti wee 
+) Sept 5 South African Invesiment and ‘Trust Co ld v Brodrick appl of deft from |  yfay'97 ™ ia diaite Sn 
ha f M tice Cl ll, dated March 7, 1903 j = = 2 
idlloses * March 20 nee Bes yee a Oe Harman v Ainslie appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Tunt $e Borthwick v The Elderslie Steamship Co appl of pitff from judgt of Mr May 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex May 30 
lent with Justice Walton, dated March 9, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex | Wills v The Harrow and Uxbridge By Oo appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
March 25 Justice Wright, dated May 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex June 5 


aor v Glennan and ors (Preston District Registry) appl of defts from 
order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
June 23, 1903 Nov 10 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Farmers’ 
Trusts Co ld (in liquidation) appl of M M Greenway and ors from order 
of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated May 
9,1903 Dec 8 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved, 
(In Bankruptcy.) 


In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 923 of 1903 from a Receiving 
Order made by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 31st Oct, 1903 (c a v Nov 
24) (heard before Vaughan Williams, Romer.and Stirling, L.JJ) 

For Hearing. 


In re Slobodinsky, J L (expte The Trustee), No 82 of 1903 from an Order 
made by Mr Justice Wright, dated 27th July, 1903 


London Transport Co ld v Trechmann Bros 






















Wright, dated April 1, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 8 

appl ot defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Walton, dated March 30, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 9 

In the Matter of an Arbitration The Salt Union 1d v The Manchester 
Ship Canal Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
April 4, 1903 April 9 

Vyner v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 19, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 9 

Pritchett v Gregory appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
March 28, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 15 

Brandts, Son & Co v The Dunlop Rubber Cold app! of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Walton, dated April 2, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 15 

Lien Bros v George W Tyser appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Feb 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 21 

Chandler v Webster & Girling appeal of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated March 27, 1903, without a jury, London, and cross-notice 
by pltff, dated April 6, 1903 April 21 

Stone v Midland Ry Co appl of pitff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
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Wilson v Twamley appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 18, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex June 5 
The Board of Trade v The Sailing Ship Glenpark Co ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated May 12, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex June 6 
Bartram v Lloyd appl of.deft in person from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, 
dated March 3, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex (to be early in List 
during Hilary, 1904) June 8 
nolia Metal Cov Pound and ors appl of deft Pound from judgt of 
; e Lord Chief Justice, dated May 25, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
une 8 
Yeoman (Suppliant) v The King (Respt) appl of respt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, on trial of Petition of Right, dated May 4, 1903, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex June 9 
J B Kleinert Rubber Co v Lake appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated May 22,1903 June 11 
Wilson v Twamley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 18, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex June 11 
Buxton v Proctor appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
May 29, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex June 13 
Elliott v Crutchley appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
June 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex June 19 
Searle v Lund appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 21, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex June 22 
Thames Steam Tug and Lighterage Co ld v Whittome ld appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated June 13, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by defts, dated June 23, 1903 June 22 
The Prince of Wales Dry Dock Co (Swansea) 1d v Fownes Forge and 
Engineering Cold appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Keanedy, 
dated June 11, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex June 27 
In re an Arbitration between C. Traal for owners of Steamship Richard 
Nordraak and J. M. Lennard & Sonsld appl of C. Traal from judgt of 
Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 14, 1903 (special case) July 3 
Dollar v Greenfield appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated June 29, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex July 9 
C. J. Hambro & Sons v P. G. Burnand appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated June 30, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 10 
Great Oentral Ry Co v Great Northern Ry Co and Lancashire and York- 
shire Ry Co gets d and Canal Commission) appl] of defts from judgt 
~# Mr : vag Wright, Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 13, 
1903 July 
‘The Netherlands Steamboat Co (Applts) v The Mayor, &c, of the City of 
London (Respts) appl of applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Wills and Channell, dated July 2, 1903 July 16 
GH Bushell (Applt) v Hammond and ors Jj of the Borough of Ramsgate 
a appl of applt from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Wills and Channeli, dated July 9,1903 July 18 
Glamorganshire County Council, prosecuting in the name of the King, 
Applts v Charles Hunton and ors, Respts appl of applts from judgt of 
Agha neg Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, dated July 18, 
190: uly 18 
Smith v Charing Cross, Euston, and Hampstead Ry Co appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 14, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 21 
Abraham Thomas & Cov Rees appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated July 9, 1903, without a jury, Swansea, adjourned to 
London July 23 
In the Matter of an Appeal to the County of the parts of Holland Quarter 
Sessions, West Ham Union, Applts v Holbech Union, Respts appl of 
applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and 
Channell, dated July 14, 1903 July 23 
Kleinworth, Sons & Co v Reddaway & Cold appl of defts from judgt of 
= = Bigham, dated April 23, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
y 
Benjamin v Barnett appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated June 19, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 25 
Cullen v Elwin and ors appl of pltff (in form4 pauperis) from judgt of 
ae oe oo Justice and Justices Wills and Uhannell, dated April 29, 
y 2 
Coley v Corey & Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated June 18, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 27 
Glover & Co ld v Sundquist & Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated July 2, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 30 
The Nitrate Produce Steamship Co ld v Wills & Oo appl of defts from 
indgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated July 16, 1903, without a jury, 
dlesex July 31 
iv Loewy Appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated July 
16, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 31 
Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld and anr v Duffield and anr Appl of defts 
se of Mr Justice Walton in Chambers, dated July 27, 1903 
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Hawkins, Trustee, &c, vy MacFrank and anr Same v Anna Frank Same 
Same (consolidated by order) Appl of petnr from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated July 28,1903 Aug 5 

London and North-Western Ry Co and Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co 
(applts) v J Arton and ors (respts) Railway and Canal Commission 
ppl of applte from st of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and 

scount Cobham, dated July 21,1903 Aug 6 

Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (applts) v R Wright and ors (respte) 
Railway and Canal Commission Appl of applicants from judgt of Mr 
— Wright, Sir F Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated July 21, 1903 


Aug 
Waller and ors v Turnbull, Scott, & Co Appl of pltffs from judgt of 
‘Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 3, 1903, withouta jury, Middlesex Aug 7 
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Ogdens ld v Nelson Appl of pltffs from judgt of The Lord Qhig 
Justice, dated July 25, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug § 
Same v Telford Appl of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
dated July 25, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Peck v The Great Eastern Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justip, 
Wright, dated June 24, 1903, without a jury, Essex Aug 10 _ 

Thompson v Wilkinson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phijj., 
more, dated July 18, 1903, without a jury, Durham Augl0 — 

Firth v Snow appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dat 
July 24, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex Aug 12 ; 

Moffatt v Morbey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, datg 
Aug 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 12 ; 

Stephens v Dudbridge Iron Works Co appl of defts from judgt of y 
Justice Bruce, dated July 27, 1903, with a special jury, Gloucesty 

Aug 12 

Renee and ors v Westrope and ors appl of pltffs from judgt of y 
Justice Ridley, dated July 1, 1903, without a jury, Bedford Aug 1g 

Herschel Jones v Williams applof deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channel 
dated Aug5, 1903, without a jury, Swansea Aug 20 

Randall & ors v Mickelborough appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Aug 5, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 22 

Schuley v Holdsworth & ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

_ Phillimore, dated Aug 6, 1903, without a jury, Leeds Aug 27 

Lycett ld v Ashton appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknil, 
without a jury, Birmingham Aug 31 ; 

Welsh v Refuge Assurance Co ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Con. 
missioner Bray, K.C., dated Aug 11, 1903, without a jury, Lancaste 
Sept 15 

er dhl & Sons 1d v Hodgson ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 16, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Sept 17 

jen v Allatini appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
July 1, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 30 f 

Bowring and ors v The Triton Insce Cold _ appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Aug 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 2 

Pennycock, &c., Co ld v Jadd and anr appl of deft from judgt of The 
Lord Chief Justice, dated July 30, 1903, and a special jury, Middlesex 
Oct 28 

Marler & Co v Kirby appl of plaintiffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Aug 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 31 

Shaddock v St German’s RDC appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justic: 
Lawrance, dated Aug 10, 1903, without a jury, Bodmin Nov 11 

Lister v Murgatroyd appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimor, 
dated Aug 6, 1903, without ajury, Leeds Novl2 

Davis v Houston appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, date| 
Nov 2, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 13 

Forster (Liquidator, &c) v Ocean Accident Corpn ld appl of Forster from 

judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 5, 1903 (special case) Nov li 

Kitson Lighting Co of Great Britain ld v Arthur Kitson appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 6, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Nov 26 

Turner, Brightman, & Co ld v James Bannatyne & Sons ld appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Nov 11, 1903, without 
jury, Middlesex Nov 26 i } 

Batson and anr v The School Board for London appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 28 

In the Matter of John Joshua Hands, gentleman, one &c appl of MM 
Dessau from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Nov 16, 1903 Nov# 

Hughes, &c v Burke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Oct 24,1903 Dec 2 

In the Matter of an Arbitration J S Allison & Co, Owners of the 88 
Dorothy v J P Rose Richards appl of J 8 Allison & Co from judgtof 
Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 5, 1903, special case Dec 3 

Sampson v Somers appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawranee, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 5 ; 

Gerome v Van Laun appl of pltff from juigt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 7 ; 
Sellar v Charles Bright & Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore (in Chambers), dated Nov 18, 1903 Dec 9 ; 
Finch and ors v Willoughby appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

Wright, dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 9 

Van Viymen v White appl of deft from jadet of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Dec 7, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec15 _ cy 

Lusher v Hassard appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimor, 
dated Nov 7, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 17 

Howarth & Sons v Forder appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

In re an Arbitration between The East London Water Co v The Meitro- 
politan Water Board appl of the East London Waterworks Co from 
award of Sir Edward Fry, Sir Hugh Owen, GOB, and J Woolfe Bary, 
KCB, dated Dec 17, 1903 Dec 19 . ‘ 

Garbutt v The Standing Joint Committee of the Quarter Sessions of the 
County Council of Durham appl of appellant Garbutt from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Det 
10, 1903 Dec 23 ‘ 

Pulleyne and anr v The Colne Fishery Co and The Colne Fishery Board 
appl of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated Dec 4, 1903, 
without a wy Middlesex Dec 23 

Stockwood & Williams v Parry and Wife appl of deft Susan Parry from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Dec 12, 1903, without a jwy, 
Glamorganshire Dec 23 





Taff Vale Ry Co v Bros & Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Dec 10, 1903 (jury discharged), Cardiff 24 
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yRoM: THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Heraninc. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1903. 
Puc d’Aumale—1902—Folio 274 The Marychurch Steamship Co ld v The 
filliott Steam Tug Cold and La Compagnie Maritime Francaise (damage) 
appl of defts La Compagnie Maritime Francaise from judgt of Mr 
Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28, 1903 Nov 13 : 
same v Same (damage) appl of defts The Elliott Steamship Co ld from 
judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28, 1903 Nov 24 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1903. 
Manar—1903—Folio 29 The Northern Trusts ld v Strachan Bros (mort- 
) appl of defts from judgment of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 

14, 1903 Oct 8 . 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1903. 


J Seddon (Widow) v Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 2, 1903, at 
trial before Mr Justice Walton and a common jury, Middlesex May 20 

Johnson v Tyne General Ferry Co appln of detts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 9, 1903. at trial before Mr. 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne July 23 

Moore v Sadler & Co appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated July 1, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Leicester July 28 

Dodd v Hudson and anr appln of defts for judgment or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgment, dated July 15, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Durham: July 29 

Mellor v Robert Arthur Theatres Cold appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 29, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Commissioner Bray, KC, and a special jury, Lancaster Aug 11 

Handler v Mutual Reserve Life Insce Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 8, 1903, at trial 
before Mr Commissioner Bray, KC, and a special jury, Liverpool 
Aug 17 

Carlet v Postance and Wife Corlett v Postance (consolidated) appln of 
pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Aug 10, 1903, at trial before Mr Commissioner Bray, KC, and a 
special jury, Liverpool Aug 22 

Kilgour v Gaddes appln of pltff for judgt on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Aug 10, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a 
common jury, Cumberland Aug 25 

Howard v Chittenden & Simmons appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, da Oct 30, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 7 

Brown, Janson & Co vy Gilmore appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 26, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 9 

Marks v Samuel appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham anda 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Bence v Anderson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Bunting v Sautter & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Set 30, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 12 

Scobell v Gadd appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 14 

Cole vy The Isle of Thanet Electric Tramways and Light ing Cold appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Nov 6, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a jury, 
Middlesex Nov 17 

Hamilton v Seal appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt dated Nov 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 18 

Ash v Latham and Wife appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 26, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 19 

Giddy & Giddy v Earl Russell appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
ape from verdict and judgt, at trial before Justice Kennedy 
anda common jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Sherley v Kino appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Joynt v The Cycle Trade Publishing Co ld and anr appln of defts for 
i or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 19, 
x ley trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a common jury, Middlesex 
ov 2 


‘The Royal British Bank ld v Luck appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial, 


on appeal from verdict and judgt, dated’ Nov 14, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Jus ice Darling, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 





Johnston v The Great Western Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 4, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 30 ; 

Weiser v Segar appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 23, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and a 
special jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by pltff, dated Dec 14, 1903 

ov 30 

Darvill v Cameron & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy 
and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 4 

Hubback v The British North Borneo Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1903, at trial before 
Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, London 8 

Hoolahan v Perry appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Dec 4, 1903, at trial before Mr. Justice Wright and a 
common jury, Middlesex Dec 10 b 

Haycocks & Sons ld v Forsaith and Block appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 30, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Kenedy and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 11 

Heath and ors v Jay and ors appln of defts RJ Smith, A M Jay and A E 
Jay for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 20, 
1903, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex 
Dec 14 

Exchange Telegraph Co ld v The B D Syndicate ld and ors appln of defts 
Mellis & Wyman for judgt or new trial on app] from verdict and judgt, 
dated Dec 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, 
Middlesex 

Hall and anr v Lees and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Jelf and a special jury, Salford Division, Lancaster Dec 19 

Barker v Yorkshire Laundries Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt dated Dec 5, 1603, at trial before Mr 
Justice Gradtham and a epecial jury, Middlesex Dec 24 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1902. 
Owles v Foster and Taylor (Assignee: 
Justice Bucknill, dated May 1, 190z 
issues) May 8 
1903, 


De Keyser v Burrows and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated March 13, 1903 March 28 

Houston & Co v The Union Castle SS Co ld and ors appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Dec 7, 1903, and cross-notice of appl 
by the Clan Line Steamers ld and Cayzer, Irvine, & Co, dated Dec 9, 
1903, and by W. Service Workmen (trading as George Smith & Son, &c) 
six of the defts, dated Dec 10, 1903, and the Bucknall SS Lines ld and 
Bucknall Bros, two of the defts, dated Dec 10, 1903, and the Union 
— Mail SS Co ld, and Donald, Currie, & Co, dated Dec 10, 1903 

ec 

Inthe Matter of an em gga Summons, wherein Lee and Pembertons 
are Applicants v Midgley and Nash, Respts appl of E Midgley from 
order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Dec 7, 1903 Dec 15 

Vernon v Battiscombe appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Dec 14, 1903 Dee 21 

Waring & Gillow ld v Wyndham appl of pltffs from Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated Dec 18, 1903 Dec 23 

Van Vlymen v White appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated 
Dec 22, 1903 Dec 24 

In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From Country Covrts. 


Judgment Reserved. 


Barrett v Kemp Bros appl of respts from award of County Court (Kent, 

Sittingbourne), dated July 17, 1903 (ca v Dec 1%) 
1903. 
For Hearing. 

Neagle v Nixon’s Navigation Co ld appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydtil), dated July 30, 1903 
Aug 14 

Edwards v (iuest, Keen & Nettlefolds ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, Pont; 1), dated Aug 12,1903 Sept 1 

Hiatt v Guest, Keen & Nettlefoldsld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Monmouthshire, Pontypool), dated Aug 12, 1903 Sept 1 

Caroline Manchester v The Carlton Iron Cold appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Durham), dated June 23,1903 July 6 

Griffin v Houlder Line ld appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, City of London Court), dated Sept 2, 1903 Sept 23 

Great Western Colliery Cold v Williams appl of oe from award 
of County Court (Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated June 19, 1903 
July 8 

Norman & Burt v Walder appl of ap t from award of Count 
Court (Sussex, Hayward’s Heath), tisced Oot | 1, 1903 Oct 20 4 

Blacker v Powell's Tillery Steam Coal Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, egar), dated Oct 6, 1903 Oct 22 

Brindle v Jones appl of respt from award of County Court (Lancashire, 
Chorley), dated Oct 14,1903 Oct 28 


appl of deft from order of Mr 
part heard s o (pending trial of 


Williams v Brintons 1d app] of respts from award of County Court: 
(Worcestershire, Kidderminster), dated Oct 13, 1903 Oct 28 











164 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Jan. 9, 190g 





Linklater vy Webster & Son ]d appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull), dated Oct 14, 1903 Nov 2 
Dyer v Swift Cycle Co ld appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, City of London Court), dated Nov 2, 1903 Nov 13 
Andrew, Mary v Failsworth Industrial Soc ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lancashire, Oldham), dated Nov 12, 1903 Nov 19 
Giblin v Kenzie appl of respt from award of County Court (Kent, 
Bromley), dated Nov 6, 1903 Nov 26 
Wainwright, George (Administrator) v C & H Crichton 
award of County Court (Lancaster, Liverpool), date 
Dee 3 
Howells v Sandbrook & Dawe appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Monmouthshire, Pontypool), dated Dec 2, 1903 Dec 21 
Rogers v The Powell’s Tillery Steam Coal Co ld appl of respts from 
_— of County Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Dec 1, 1903 
ec 22 
Ellis v Pwllbach Colliery Co and ors appl of respts Pwllbach Colliery Co 
from award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Neath), dated Dec 10, 
1903 Dec 23 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to December 24th, 1903. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Hitary Srrrines, 1904. 


appl of respt from 
Nov 20, 1903 





Notices Revatinc To rHeE Cuancery Cause Last. 


Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicn will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Byrne will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. Companies (Winding-Up) business will be taken by Mr. 
Justice Byrne on Tuesdays during the Sittings, commencing on Tuesday, 
12th January. 

Mr. Justice Faxwrtit.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Farwell will take actions with ‘witnesses 
daily throughout the sittings. 

Mr. Justice Bucktry will take 
Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Joyce.—Except when other business is announced in the 
Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Joyce will take actions with witnesses daily 
throughout the sittings. 

Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy will take his business as announced in the 
Hilary Sittings Paper. Mr. Justice Swiyren Eapy will take Liverpool 
and Manchester Business as follows :— 

Summonses in Chambers, Motions, Short causes, Petitions and Adjourned 
aaa on every other Saturday, commencing with Saturday, January 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Justices Kexew1cu, BYRNE 
and Swixren Eapy will sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
during the sittings to hear chamber summonses, 

Summonses Adjourned into Court will be taken as follows: Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn as stated in the Daily Cause List; Mr. Justice Byrne, with 
Non-Witness Actions; Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy, with Non-Witness 
Actions. 

Sreciat Notice with Rererence to tHE CHancery Witness Lists. 

During the Hilary Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows : 

Mr. Justice Kexewicn will take the retained Witness Action as announced 
in the Daily Cause List. 

Mr. Justice Farwett will take Witness Actions as announced above. 

Mr. Justice Buckiry will take his Witness List as announced above. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take Witness Actions as announced above. 

Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy will take his retained Witness List on days 
to be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
Set down to December 24th, 1903.) 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 


his business as announced in the 


In re Croxon Croxon v Ferrers 


Retained by Order. (restored) 
, ; ; pons 7 a sn In re Nicols, dec Nicols v Cusher 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). adjd sumns 


In re Horlock Roylance v Horlock | In re Waterman Wooldridge v 


act pt hd Crate adid sumns 
Wurm v Webster & Girling act In re Fletcher Fletcher v Fletcher 
Powys-Keck v Powys-Keck act adjd sumns 

pt hd In re Woods Gabellini v Woods 
Byramjiv Andeshir pt hd adjd sumns 
Burnside v Poole (Jan 1%) In re Dowding’s Trusts Gregory v 
Law v Law Dowding adjd sumns 


In re Cockburn Cockburn v Raban 


Abyssinian Exploration 


In re Strachan, dec In re Marshall 


In re Gill Slater v The Trustee, 


In re Spybey O’Beirne v Taylor 


V and P Act adjd sumns 
In re Beeforth Willey v Treasury 
Solicitor adjd sumns 
In re Green, In re Trustee Act, 
1893, and In re Judicial Trustees 
Act, 1896 Green v Colley adjd 
sumns 
In re Leigh Leigh v Leigh adjd 
sumns 
In re Jones’ Settlement Trusts 
Broad v Phillips adjd sumns 
In re Poole & Clarke’s Contract and 
V.& P. Act adjd sumns 
In re Squire Hawkins v Squire 
adjd sumns 
In re Vail Vail v Vail adjdsumns 
Curry v Pulley mfj 
In re Waddingham Yates v Wad- 
dingham adjd sumns 
In re Fraser & Motard’s Settlement 
Carver v Motard adjd sumns 
(restored) 
In re Hilton Hilton-Simpson v 
Thornhill adjd sumns 
In re Forman Evans v Deedes 
adjd sums 
In re Shephard George v Thyer 
adjd sumns 
In re Knight Longdale v Chapman 
adjd sumns 
In re Hill Hill v Stevens 
sumns 
Inre M T B Furness, dec Furness 
v Shalkartt adjd sumns 
Inre Polson, dec Kilnv itt adjd 
sms 
In re Goddard’s Settlement Trusts 
The Reversion Purchase Co ld v 
Bristowe adjd sumns 
In re W H Hudson, aSolr, & adjd 
sumns 
In re W J Ford, dec Bowen v Ford 
adjd ¢umns 
In re W Thomas Thomas v Jones 
adjd sumns 
In re Thrupp Watts v Mayhew 
adjd sumns 
In re Spark’s Trusts Massey v 
Spark adjd sumns 
Rawlinson v Lines act 
In re James and In re Trustee Act 
Caulfield v Jones adjd sumns 
Winby v Oyens adjd sumns 
Palmer v Absolute Assurance Co 
adjd sumns 
In re Dowson’s Contract and In re 
V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
In re Hope Johnstone Hope John- 
stone v Hope Johnstone adjd 
sumns 
In re Downs 
adjd notice 
In re Same 
notice 
Plews v Samuel 


adjd 


Gillett v Barker 
Same v Same adjd 


(Parent) 

Co v The City and Globe Trust 

and Corporation m fj 

In re Elgar Rodgers v Morrill 

adjd sumns 

In re The Westminster Training | 
School and The Charitable Trusts 

Acts adjd sumns 

Link v Francken adjd sumns 

In re Imray, dee Imray v Oake- 

ley adjd sumns 


& Marshall, Solrs adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Fletcher Fletcher v Marsh 
fur con 


Securities, and Insce Corpn ld 
fur con 





fur con _ 
Before Mr. Justice Byrne. 


Retained by Order. 


-In fre Queen’s Gate Mansions ld 
and Cartwright’s Contract and 





Cause for Trial (with Witnesses). 


In re Jordan, dec Hayward ¥ 








Adjourned Summonses. adjd sumns 
In re Downman Downman v Bower | In re Paine, dec McLellan v Paine 
pt hd adjd sumns 
In re Karl De la Warr’s Settled | In re Holway Pitts v Pitts adjd 
Estates and Settled Land Acts sums 
pt hd In re Cutler’s Trusts Clyne v Keys 
In re Goodman Ashford v Ashford adjd sumns 
(with witnesses) pt hd In re Young, dec Green v Young 
Gordon v Maude adjd sumns 





Hamilton pt hd 


Further Considerations, 

Knott v MacCullum fur con 6, 
for appointment of legal repr. 
sentative) 

In re Dunwell Dunwell v Jone 
fur con : 

In re Mary Rowland, dec Gwythe 
v Gwyther fur con 


Causes for trial without Witness 
and Adjourned Summonses, 
The Eaton Saxon Brewery () 
Dalby v The Company Daley 
The Company mfj (so uniij 

further order) 

In re Bonham’ Lyon v Belcher 
adjd sumns (8 o for appointment 
of legal representative) 

Inre Jubb, dec Chandler v Jubb 
adjd sumns 

In re Duddell’s Estate Duddell y 
Smithers adjd sumns 

In re Blair’s Estate 
Barnard adjd sumns 


Poole y 


In re Elizabeth Smith, dec Pratt 
v Stringer adjd sumns 
In re Ennis Ennis v Ennis adjd 


sumns 

In re Bishop, dec Bishop v Bishop 
adjd sumns 

In re Davies and Slagenger’s 
Settlement and The Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Beard’s Trusts Butlin y 
Harris adjd sumns 

In re de Lally Hayes v Elliott 
adjd sumns 

In re Whitford, dec 
Whitford adjd sumns 

Saccharin Corpn ld v J A Hopkin- 
son mf j 

In re Vansittart, dec Conybeare vy 
Moody adjd sumns 

In re Talbot’s Settlement ‘Talbot 
v Treasury Solicitor and Kitson 
adjd sumns 

In re Stuart, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Berg, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Field Glasier v Field adjd 
sumns 

In re Abraham Robinson Wright 
v Robinson adjd sumns 

In re J C Wood, dec Bowday v 
Wood adjd sumns 

In re Whiting’sSettlement Whiting 
v de Rutzen adjd sumns (50 
not before Feb 15) 

Tn re Fox, dee Wodehouse v For 
adjd sumns 

In re John Simpson, dec 
vSimpson adjd sumns 

Inre Evans’ Partnership Agreement 
Vian v Peirson adjd sumns 

In re Burnet's Trusts Potts v Car- 
bitt adjd sumns ; 

In re Benjamin Rowley, dec Bil- 
lington v Rowley adjd sumns 

Cartwright v Croxtord m f j 

Cardwell v The Midland Ry (o 
motion treated as trial (by order 
of Buckley, J, Dec 4, 1903) 

In re Wheeler, dec Hankinson v 
Hayter and ors adjd sumns 

In re Smith, dec Smith v Johnson 
adjd sumns 

In re Totty, dec Woodhead and 
anr v Illingworth and ors adjd 


Olivey yv 


Stuart v Hatcher 


Berg v Berg 


Carlisle 


sumns 

In re Garner & Marks’ Contract and 
In re Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 adjdsumns 

In re Bingham, dec Binghamv 
Bingham adjd sumns ; 

Combination Hubs ld v Reece m fj 

In re the British Canadian Timber 
and Manufacturing Cold Stirton 
v The British Canadian, &c, and 
John Reid mf j 

In re Sykes, dec Hirst v Sykes 
adjd sumns 

Bottomley v Lloyd’s Bank ld and 
ors jd sumns 
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In re Firth, dec Greenwell v 
Greenwell adijd sumus 

Inre C E Ranken’s Settlement and 
Inre Louisa Jane Ranken’s Will 
Armitage vArmitage adjdsumns 


Companies (Winding-up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

(Caledonian Engineering Co Id (petn 
of W Monington—witnesses—s o 
from Nov 11, 1902, pending trial 
of action 

London & South Counties Press ld 
petn of Gus Hart—so from 
Aug 4, 1903, until after appeal) 

Ferranti ld (petn of Estler Bros— 
so from Dec 1, 1903, to Jan 12, 
1904) 

Timar Mining Syndicate ld (petn of 
AS Pickering—so Dec 8, 1903, 
pending trial of action) 

Syria Ottomau Ry Co (petn of Asia 
ld by the Official Receiver as 
Liquidator-so from Dec 15, 
1903—c a v) 

Artificers’ Guild 1d (petn of N E 
Dawson so from Dec 15, 1903, 
to Jan 12, 1904) 

Smith, Parker, & Co ld (petn of 
J D Henderson) 

Anglo-French (Dauphine) Syndi- 
cate ld (petn of P Renavant) 

Princess (Murchison) Consolidated 
ld (petn of E D Oppert) 

Evart Hall ld {petn of La Societe 
Anonyme Automobile Charron 
Girardot and Voigt) 

Associated Financial Corpn 1d (petn 
of J Elliott) 

Same (petn of Davidson and Mor- 


rigs) 

Steel Balls 1d (petu of W 8 Aston) 

Vincent’s Rhodesia 1d (pein of J W 
Oxley and ors) 

Bourne Henry Engineering Co ld 
(petn of W H Beck and ors 

Electric ‘Tramways Construction 
and Maintenance Co Id (petn of 
AJ Paine) 

Colonial Explorations ld (petn of 
HC Wilson and ors) 


Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement) under Joint Stock 
Companies’ Arrangement Act, 
1870 

Hygienic Stove Co ld (petn of 
Company and Liquidator s 0 
from Dee 15, 1903, to Jan 19, 
1904 


Chancery Division. 
Petitions (for Reduction of Capital) 
under Companies Acts, 1867 & 1877. 
AH Early & Co ld & reduced (petn 

of Company—s.o. from Dec 8, 
1903, to Jan 12, 1904) 

Thomas Lighting Co ld & reduced 
(petn of Company—s.o. from 
Dec 15, 1903, to Jan 12, 1904) 

W Key & Son ld & reduced (petn 
of Company—s.o. from Dec 15, 
1903, to Jan 12, 1904) 


Petition under Companies (Memo- 
of Association) Act, 1890. 
British Widows’ Assce Co ld (petn 
of Company—s.o. from Dee 15, 

1903, to Jan 12, 1904) 


Petition (to restore Company’s 
Name to Register) under Com- 
panies Act, 1880. 

Amersham Gas Light and Coke Co 
ld (petn of company and anr) 


Companies (Winding up). 
Motions. 

House & Co ld 

writ of attachment 


(for leave to issue 
so from Nov 
3, 1903, to Jan 19, 1904) 


Crowther & Co's Electrical 
Industries ld (for payment into 
company’s liquidation account— 
so trom Dec 14, 1903, to Jan 12, 
1904) 

South Simmer and Jack Deep Level 
Gold Mining Co ld (for leave to 
issue writ of attachment) 

Companies (Winding up) and 

Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses. 

Coliseum and Coliseum Buildings 
and Offices Co, Leeds, ld (as to 
distribution of assets) 

Henry Lovibond & Son ld. Field v 
Henry Lovibond & Son ld (for 
declaration as to properties and 
for delivery up of title deeds— 
witnesses) 

David Payne & Co ld Young v 
David Payne & Ca ld (as to 
validity of debentures—witnesses) 

Woodwork Industries ld (for mis- 
feasance—witnesses) 

Same (for balance order—witnesses) 

Johnston Foreign Patents Co ld and 
ors J P Trust ld and ors v John- 
ston Foreign Patents Co ld and 
ors (as to validity of debentures— 
witnesses) 

Compagnie Francais des Chocolats 
de Thés (on claim of Block) 

Walsh, Lovett & Co 1d (on claim of 
Bank of Australasia) 

Imperial and Foreign Investments 
Corpn ld (to vary list of contribu- 
tories —Bender) 

Broad Line 1d (for account by Cox- 
head— witnesses) 

Oceana ‘Transvaal Coal Co ld (for 
removal of Liquidator) 


Before Mr. Justice Farwe.u. 
Retained by Order. 
Motions. 
Thompson v The Mayor and Uorpn 
of Stratford-on-Avon 

Roberson & Co v Building and 
Vendor Co ld 

Roberson & Co v The Mayor and 
Corpn of Westminster 


Further Considerations. 
In re The Arauca Co ld Fowler. v 
Co ld -Tyr.con and sumns to vary 
Inre The Arauca Cold Fleming v 
The Arauca Cold fur con 
In re The Arauca Cold fur con 
and adjd sumns 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Inre Kecks’s Settled Estates adjd 
sumns 
London City and Midland Bank 1d 
v Greaves adjd sums (at the 
request of the purchaser) 


Cause for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Hills v Walker & Sons act (stayed 
until 14 days after return of 
Commission, by order of Master, 
dated Aug 10, 1903) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In re Deighton’s Patent, No 15,670 
of 1896 petn ordered to go into 
Witness List 

In re Morison’s Patent, No 4,806 
of 1890, &e tn ordered to ‘go 
into Witness List 

Codd v Delap act (s o until return 
of Commission) 

Ashanti Gold Trust ld v Obbuassi 
Syndicate ld act (set down by 
order) 

In re Farbridge 
bridge act 
1904) 

The Koko Maricopas 
Lounger act 

Bingemann v Davies act (s 0) 


Farbridge v Far- 
(not before Feb 7, 


Co ld v 





Weingarten v Rosenthall act 


Weingarten v Sherwood act 

Kerfoot v Abbey Effervescent Salt 
Cold act 

Evans v Gellyonen Collieries ld act 

Horsman v The Western, Suburban 
and Notting Hill Permanent 
Benefit Building Soe act 

Coupe v Hancock act 

Copin v Klondyke Champs D’Or 
Syndicate ld 

Woolley v Gaskin act and counter- 
claim 

Gratton v Bucknall act 

Godson v Robinson act (set down 
by order) 

The Bishop Auckland Industrial 
Co-operative Flour and Provision 
Soc ld v The Butterknowle Col- 
liery ld act 

Ramsgate Corpn v McMillin act 

In re Hall Booth v Roberts act 

In re Arnott Parry v Arnott act 

O’Connell v Wreford act 

Mear v McNeill act 

J B Brooks & Co ld v Edward 
Lycett & Co actandmf j 

J B Brookes & Co ld v Lycett’s 
Saddle and Motor Accessory Cu 
d act 

Ridout v Fowler act 

Cole v Ogleby act 

Heard v Heard act andm fj 

McGruther v Pilcher act (Man- 
chester D. R.) 

Vinio v S H Candler 
A Candler act 

Moss v Davies 
claim 

Cole v Killick act and counter 
claim 

The Council of the Metropolitan 
Borough of St Marylebone v The 
The Great Central Ry act 

Reade v Cruickshank act 

Gostling v Tolhurst act 

Mercer v Denne act 

Heine, Solly & Co v The Coninco 
Incandescent Light Co act 

Villar v Humfrey act 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, 
Nottingham act 

Budd v Burke Brunton v Budd 
act and counterclaim 

Ashworth v de Loheac act 

Morton v The Bank of England 


Vinio v 


act and connter 


&ke of 


act 
Dederich v Dukas act 
Tooth v St Aubyn’s Mansions (Hove) 
ld act and mf j 
Crossley v Wilson 
Prust v Glyn act 
Holloway v Harris act and counter- 
claim 
Dawkins v Low act 
Roberts v Hope act 
Roberts v Graydon act and counter- 
claim 
Ramsden v Ramsden 
Wolfe v Fraser act 
The Indian & Ceylon Tea Trust Co 
v Lennard act 
Carder v Nunn act 
In re Letters Patent, granted to 
_ Clifford & Percy Steadman, and 
The Patent, Designs and Trade 
Marks Act, 1883 act 
Dixon v Dixon act 
Goodenough v Gascoyne act 


act 


act 


Before Mr. Justice BuckLey. 
Retained by Order. 
Motlons. 

Cowper v Milburn 
In re The Vidal Dyes Syndicate ld 
Betts v The Company 


Adjourned Summons. 

In re Holden, dec Wells and anr v 
Holden and ors pthd (soJan 
23) 

Petitions. 

In re Lewis Berger & Sons ld and 

reduced 




















































In re The Absolute Life Assce Co ld 
nm v The Company (s o Jan 
23 


Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

In re H Petch, dec Petch v Mallett 

act (s ofor appointment of Legal 

Representative) 

Fels v Hodgsén & Simpson act 

Hooper & Ashby and ors v The 
Phenix Wharf and Coal Co ld 
act pthd (so Jan 18) 

McDiarmid v Hamnett act (s o for 
appointment of Legal Represen- 
tative) 

Asbestine Safety Light Co v Azolite 
act 

Edwardes and anr v Cotton and ors 


act 

In re The Yorkshire Patent Glazing 
Co ld J Lyons & Co ld The 
Company Cranshaw v The Com- 
pany acts (consolidated) (so 
Janu 18) 

In the Matter of Patent, No 1,110 
of 1890, of C A Hitchcock and In 
the Matter of the Patent, Design 
and Trade Mark Acts, 1883 to 
1888 petn (set down by order)— 
s o until after appeal No 17 
heard 

Schenley vSmith act 

Williams v Parry act 

Norman v Flew act (so Jan 16) 

Stuttaford v Baker act 

In the Matter of the Companies 
Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In the 
Matter of London Super-Acration 
ld motn for rectification of 
Register (not before Jan 20) 

Barney and anr v Lyceum Theatre ld 

+t 


ac 

Charles Manstield v Rosina Ida 
Maud Sheath act 

Cross v ‘The Mutual Reserve Life 
Insurance Co act 

Midgley v Close Bros & Co and 
anr act 

Heath v Fyson act 

In re The Companies Acts and In 
re Bradley & Craven ld motn for 
rectification of register 

Bradshaw v The Isle of Thanet 
Electric Tramways and Lighting 
Cold act 

Foster v English and ors act 

Sabine v Brind & Westbrook act 

Hayes v Higgins act 

Bland v Cottam act 

North v McWhirter act 

Brinkman v Matley act 

The Attorney-Gen and ors v The 
Ashton Gas Co act 

Eden v Price & Price act 

Brown v Stickney sumns, with 
witnesses (by order of Nov 11, 
1903) 

Righton and anr v Lloyds Bank 
Id and anr act 

The Anglo-Barvarian Brewery Id v 
Morten & Scrases’ Brewery Id 


act 

Andrews v Ramuz act 

Taylor v Great Central Railway Co 
act 

Ward v Wright act 

The New Inverted Incandescent 
Gas Lamp Co ld v The Fylde 
Incandescent Co act 


Before Mr Justice Joyce. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

Boaz v Boaz adjd sumns 

In re Jones Lyon v Edwards 

Ashworth v The English Card, &c, 
Cold Two summonses 


Motion. 
English Electric Metallurgical Co ld 
v Glasdir Copper Works ld 
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Petitions. 
The Capital and Counties Bank ld 
v Wright 
In re Bolton’s Settled Estates 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Hurrell v Littlejohn 


act pthd 

Warwick Trading Co v Urban motn 
with witnesses In re Warwick 
Tracing Co. motn with wit- 
nesses 

Attorney-General v Andrew 
and m f j 

Highbury Furnishing Co ld v Blai- 
berg Bros act 

Bussy v G Gill & Sons ld act 

Stevens v Hoare act (stayed until 
return of Commission, by order) 

Hoole v Speak act 

Westwood v Rayward 


act 


act 


Robinson v Brand act and counter- | 


claim 
Wolseley v Weld Blundell act (not 
before Feb 14) 
Brodie v Sellon act ~ 
Lewis v Booth’s Distillery ld 
De la Cour v Clinton act 
Trechmann v Calthorpe act 
Smith v May act 
Lidstone v Muller act 
The Imperial Tobacco Co (of (reat 


act 


Britain and Ireland) ld v Parnell | 


Trade 
Mark, No 246,163 and In re | 
Patents, &c Acts, 1883 to 1888 | 


&Co act 


Christy v Tipper In re 


motn to rectify register, by order 
to come on together 
Blackwood v Stanbury Eardley act 
Smith v Rowe act and counter- 


Bygottv AC Powell act 
Bygott v C B Powell act 
Archer v Thompson act 
counterclaim 
Clements v Richardson 
Winter v March act 
Sapon ld v Barnberg 
counterclaim 
In re Lewis Lewis v Lewis act 
Handisyde v Parton act and 
counterclaim 
Trevanion v Pugh 
Nash v Nash act 
Mitchell v Frame act 
Ackroyd v Thomas act 
Macdonald v Tyson act 


and 
act 


act and 


act 


Before Mr. Justice Swirxven Eapy. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Peters v Goldsmid act 

In re Lord Swansea’s Settled 
Estates and In re Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1900 adjd sumns 
(entered in Witness List) by 
order 

Causes for Trial Without Witneses 

and Adjourned Summonses, 

In re Hutchinson Hutchinson v 
Norwood adjd sumns pt hd 

In re Fairbead Mould v Gardner 
adjd sumns (restored) 

Inre Bond Burrell v Bond adjd 
sumns (restored) 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
me Witiram, Old Kent rd, Baker High Court Pet 


Atvgrsox, Eaxest, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec 30 
High 


Auiex, Rossrt Howanp, Eltham, Kent, Printer 
Court 


Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 


Basgrox, Cnagtes Canistornenr, Hendon, Builder 
Pet Dec 24 


Bowyer, Wim, Beccles, Draper Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 





In re Rowland Taylor adjd sumns 
(restored) 

Phillips v Seaborne m f §j (s o with 
liberty to apply to enter in 
Witness List) 

Byrne v Fraser mf j (short) so 
pending compromise 

In re Sutclifie Furniss v Hirst 
adjd sumns 

In re Rowden Allan v Rowden 
adjd sumns (so with liberty to 
restore) 

Buckley v Turnor adjd sumns (s 0) 

Lloyd’s Bank ld v Bowyer adjd 
sumns 

In re Whitaker’s Settlement and In | 
re Trustee Act, 1893 Whitaker v 
Savill-Onley adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Drabble Drabble v Stevens 
adjd sumns 

In re Chambers Ratcliff v Allam | 
adjd sumns (s 0) | 

Moriggia v Barbero adjdsumns_ | 

In re Edwards Mogg v Harker | 
adjd sumns 

In re Emmett’s Settlement Vassell 
vEmmett adjd sumns 

In re Phelps Phelps v Phelps 
adjd sumns 

In re Goddard, Stanton & Hudson, 
solicitors, {c adjdsumns In re 
Goddard, Stanton & Hudson 
Gallatti v Goddard adjd sumns 
Inre Same SamevSame adjd 
sumns to come on together with 
witnesses 

Inre Frederick Lovett v Frederick 
adjd sumns 

Soothill, &e Council v Wakefield 
Council adjd sumns 

In re Williams Williams v White 
Williams vSmallman adjd sumns 

In re Williams Williams v Blyth 
adjd sumns 

Lyell v Crawford adjd sumns 

In re Locke Locke v Locke 
sumns 

In re Kurtz Emerson v Henderson 
adjd sumns | 

In re Wood Warry v Brodrick | 
adjd sumns | 

In re W Brown’s Trust Brooke v 
Brown adjd sumns 

Inre Roper Roper v Roper adjd 
sumns 

Nash v Lewison mf j (short) | 

In re Eliza Taylor Taylor v Taylor | 
adjd sumns | 

Quick v Scott adjd sumns 

Bristow v Arthington adjd sumns 

In re Fryer, solr adjd sumns 

Inre Tautz Janedv Tautz adjd 
sumns 

In re Jones 
adjd sumns 





adjd 


Campbell v Morrison 


Further Considerations. 
In re Webster Laing v Webster 
fur con 
In re The Clayton Engineering 
and Electrical Construction Co 





Boddington v The Clayton En- | W. L. Mergprrn & Co, Limirrp 


gineering and Electrical Con- | 
struction Co fur con 


T. R. Pace & Co, Limirev—Creditors are 


— 


High Court of Justice.—Kiny’s Bench Division, 


Masters iy Cuampenrs ror Hitary Srrrmes, 1904. 

A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyje. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. : 

G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty; Tuesdays 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. ‘ 

O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tuesdays 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. ; 

Practice MAsrer, 

A master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 
rota to dispose of Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications, ang 
General Business. 

Monday, Master Wilberforce. 

Tuesday, Master Lord Dunboyne. 

Wednesday, Master Macdonell. 

Thursday, Master Chitty. 

Friday, Master Day. 

Saturday, Master Archibald. 


















Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 
AssociaTED FivaxciaL Corroration, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 2%, 
irected be heard Jan 12. Davidson & Morriss, Victoria st, solors and petner, 

— of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Jan 11 

Associatep Financia, Corporation, Limirep — Petn for 
Dec 18, directed to be heard Jan 12 Al 
oppeering ing must reach the above-name 

an 

“ Bates’ Macutne Breap Factory, Liwrep”—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 10, 
directed to be heard at the County, Quay st, Manchester, Jan 13, at 10. Chapman & 
Brooks, John Dalton st, Manchester, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 12 

Cotostat Exp iorations, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented, dixected to be heard 
Jan12, Sims, New Broad st, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 11 

Evecraic Tramways Construction AND Maintenance Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, 
presen Dec 22, directed to be heard Jan 12. Davis, Liverpool st, solor for petner, 
—— - appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Jan 

Me.vitiz, Fickus, & Go, Limitrep (in Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 17, to send their names , together with full particulars of their debts 
or claims, to J. Dix Lewis, 85, Gresham st 

MerrorouiTan AND ProvinctaL THEATRICAL SynvicaTE, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts 
or claims, to Ernest Wintour, 28, Charles st, St James’s sq. Helt & Hulbert, Charles st, 
solors for liquidator 

Witiiams, Tuomas, & Co, Liuitep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 30, directed to be 
heard Jan 12. Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 11 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 


Assets Devetormuny Co, Linirev—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 1, directed to be 
heard Jan 19. Longbourne & Co, Palmerston House, Old Broad st, solors. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jan 1 

Lonpoy Distrisurinc Kircurns, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 6, te 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 

rge Brunker, 24, Broad st House 


winding up, presented 
& Ward, Serjeant’s inu, Temple. Notice of 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


| Loypon Fisu Oi ayp Guano Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Fenwick, 76, Strand 

Macivere, Loarep (in Votustary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 12, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harold Sadler, 7, Victoria st, Liverpool 

MEDITERRANEAN Trust, Limi tep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Pepper, Pier 
chmbrs, Chatham. keman & Read, solors to liquidator 

Sroxe Broturrs, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Noy 23, directed to be heard 
Jan 19. Robinson, Bank chmbrs, High st, Colchester, solor for petners. Notice of 
oreing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

an 1 

required, on or before Feb 29, to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars or their debts or claims, to James Gibb, 2/7, 

Cornhill. Grundy & Co, solors for liquidator 

Petn for winding up, presented Dec 30, directed to be 

heard at the Guildhall, Bristol, Jan 15, at 12 Meade-King & Sons, St Stephen’s chmbrs, 

Baldwin st, Bristol, solors, for Broomhead & Co, Sheftield, solors for petner. Notice of 

appearing must reach Meade-King & Sons not later than 6 in the afternoon of Jan 14 








Pontypridd Pet Dec 3) 


Forp. Tuomas Sammons, New King 
Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 Ryde 


Maker High 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 30 
Augi9 Ord Dec 1 


Barnet | Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 


Pet Dee 11 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 


Gotpman, A H, Carnarvon, General Dealer Bangor Pet 

Goopwix, Lestiz Exvtis, Wrotham, Kent HighCourt Pet 
4 

Harpine, Caantes Henry, Leicester, Baker Leicester 


| Hares, Eowarp Artravr, Richmond rd, Westbourne | 
ve, Wine Merchant High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord 


| 28 
Brown, Fraxx, St Mary Bourne, Hants, Farmer Salisbury | Hinu, Witiiam Tuomas, Ludgerashall, Wilts, Boot Dealer 
Pet Dee 29 Ord Dec 29 Salisb: Ord Dee 


Cutz, Tuomas Aazoy, Cwm . Treorky, Glam, Grocer Kirk, James Joun, Upton, Norfolk, Draper Norwich Pe 
Ord Dec 30 | Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Dean, ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Tinplate Broker Liverpool | Lon«s, Jouy Baryett, West Bromwich, Coal Dealer West, 
Pet Dec 86 Ord Dec 30 


Bromwich Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 
Love, Henry, Sandown. I of W, Butcher Newport and 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Wi.uiam, Shieldfield, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Newcastle "on Tyne Pet Dec 30 Ord 


"s rd, Fulham, Boot 


Lumspon, 
Undertaker 


Mavostey, Herserr, Earlestown, Lancs, Builder Ware 
rington Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 30 

Owen, Davio, Aberdare, Tailor Aberdare Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dec 28 

Perrivor, Sreruen Henry, Pontypool, House Furnisher 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 

Puxcaase, Jonnx, Pontypool, Boot Maker Newport, Mon 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 39 





29 
Bui, Hexay, Skegness, Builder Boston Pet Dec 29 Ord | James, Davin Txi10, Britonferry,Glam, Builder Aberavon | Suita, Hewsy, Barnsley, Saddler Barnsley Pet Dec 30 
Dec 30 { Pet 30 Ord Dec 30 





Jan. 9, 1904, 


Carew, Fx 
Dean, | 


CagTLEDG! 
ldat 1 
Castiz, E 
Jan % 
CLABKE, 
Jan 20 
BLE, ' 
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= 
gare, Jost Aubert, Finsbury, Cabinet Maker High 
Conrt Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
, Henry Matcoum, <= Fruiterer South- 
— Pet Dee 30 ‘Ord Des30 * 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Novy 17: 
pcock, RicHarp Grorar, and ArTHuR Pipcock, East- 
we Sone, Solicitors Eastbourne Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Amor, Joun Wasuineton, East Bergholt, Suffolk, Beer- 
houseKeeper Jan 22 at 2 Off Rec, 36, Princesst, Ipswich 
Aster, Jabez, Whaddon, C ambridge, Farmer Jan 11 at 
12.30 The Bull Hotel, Royston 
AuEN, Rozert Howarp, ae. | Kent, Printer Jan 12 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
snrooT, Henry Caries, Newington Butts, Fried Fish 
° er, Jan 9 at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge june, 
High st. Portsmouth 


Bustos, Frepeaick Wiwtiam, Helhoughton, Norfolk, 
Baker Jan9at12 Off Rec, 8, Kingst, Norwich 
z, Henny Weurs, Maidenhead, Licensed Valuer Jan 
19at3 14, Bedford row 

BuTLER, Tuomas Maovrice, Fulham rd, Furniture Dealer 
Jan llat11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Carew, Frank Murray Maxweu peaneweee. Cookham 
Dean, Cookham Janitati12 14, Bedford 

Csatiepek, Ervest, Rotherham, Yorks saananee Jan 
Wat iL30 Of Reo, Figtree in, Shetlield 

CASTLE, aaa mag Watford, School Proprietress 
Jan llat3 Off Rec, 1 Bedford row 

CLARKE, Tevny Georar, Cambridge, Coffee house Keeper 
Jan 20 at 10.30 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Dovete, Witt1am Honey, Shanklin, I of W, Licensed 
Victualler Jan il at2.15 Off Ree, 19, Quay st, New- 
port, lof W 

a | Grorce ALrrep, Tredegar, Builder Jan 11 at 3 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Peoeas Some, Fulham, Bootmaker Jan 12 at 11 

ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Farexp, James, Cro , Traction Eagine Proprietor Jan 
Mati11.30 24, ilway app, London Bridge 


ving] 


Grsox, Henry, von bida, st, St James, Surveyor Jan 13 at 
Bankru: ldgs, Carey st 


2.30 
Francis Harry, Twickenham, Furniture Dealer 
Jan 11 at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
Gzorz, Mary Eizaneru, Hampton hill, Receiver of 


ptor 
Guests Jan 11 at 11.30 &%, London app, 
Bridge 


Hasren, Wiiuiam Ervest Keewinc, Leyton, 

Furniture Mé@ker Jan 11 at 2.30 ‘Bankruptcy Thee. 
Carey st 

Heaixe, WALTER, and Gustav Sresr, New Union st, 
Manufacturers’ Agents Jan 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 





Hioxtry, Artnur Watpen, Little P 
Builder Jan 11 at 12 Oi hes 1, ean a barcidiee ot st, 


Horwoop, Wituiam, St Anne’s on the y Lanes, Builder 
Jan 12at11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, P; 
Jones, Cuartrs Fenemone, Trinity sq, Sever Bil , Cigar 
Merchant Jan 14 at 12 ’ Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
oy > ort es Josern, Essex rd, See, Photographer 
3 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Jone, Tass Jouw, Talgarth, B Road Surveyor Jan 
12at12 135, High st Merthyr Tyafll 


ean & Co, as, Suffolk Jan 12 at 11.15 Gt 
Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st 

eS JOHNSON, yo Hay Dealer Jan 
14 at Ree, Figtree la, Sheffield 

Love, -“adleg phen ni I of W, — Jan 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

Mason. Joun, Preston‘ Tea Merchant Jan 12 at 11.30 Of 

, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Puen, S eri Liverpool, Stationer Jan 12 at 12 Off 
Ree, 35,, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Potrer Teams Horsham, Brickmaker Jan11 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London, Bridge ¥ 

Roseets, Toomas, Cathays, Cardiff, Butcher Jan 12 at 10 
117, &t Mary st, Cardiff 

Sanpuem, Benpix Jvuivs, Sain. Boa’ 
Keeper Jan12at 330 County Court Office, 
bridge rd, Hastings 

wang Basit, Harlow, Essex, Corn Merchant Jan 11 at 

The George Hotel, Bishops Stortford 

saint Josep, Kingston upon Hull, Banana Merchant 
Jan9 at1l Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 

Smrra, im Nottingham Janilatil Off Rec, 4, Castle 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Swira, Grorce ALBERT, Bugtee., No’ ham, Grocer 
Jan 11 at 11.15 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 

Tarry, Eanest ALBERT ge, DaGiaaten, Yorks Jan 11 at 4 
74, N Newborough, ‘ Scarboroug! 

Taywor, Tuomas. Hastings, Builder Jani12at3 County 
Court Office, 24, Cambridge road, Hastings 

Trev, Joun Wituiam, and Grorce Wi.s0n, Gt Grimsby, 
Fish Merchants Jan 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne 
st, Gt Grimsby 

ere ye Francis, Wisbech, China Dealer Jan 

4at 10.30 Court house, King" 8 Lynn 

Pec Avexanper Guy. Morecambe Jan 12 at 12 
Off Bec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Waasrarr, Grorcr, Bawtry, 2 sone Jan 14 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 


house 
, Cam- 


Wess, Epwarp Francis, Vig Bookbinder Jan 11 
at10 Off Rec, 6, 
Witiiams, CHartrs * —eataonags West Borough, Wim. 





borne Minster, Devest, Orde Agus Jan 11 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Waricoteswortn, Joux, Willsbridge, Glos, Flock Maaufac- 
turer JanQ9ati12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Weaiant, Cuagies, W: Draper Janil atii Off 
Rec, 6, Bond ter, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aten, Ronert Howagp, Eltham, Kent, Printer High 
Court Pet Dec 29 ord Dec 29 2 


Bowyer, Wii.1am, Beccles, Draper Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Brown, Frank, 8t Mary Bourne, Hants, Farmer Salisbury 
Pet Dec 29’ Ord Dec 29 

Boi, Rae, Skegness, Builder Boston Pet Dec 29 Ord 


Cute, Tuomas Aaron, Cwmparec, Treorky, Glam, Grocer 
Poatypridd Pet Dec 30 Ort Dec 30 

saa Tuomas Sammows, Fulham, Boot Maker High Court 

et Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Seem, Witt1am Durant, jun, New Broad st, Commission 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dee 28 

Heeine, Water, and Freperick Gustav Srese, New 
Union ’ Agents High Court Pet 


Aug 22 ee Soy 
James, Davip Tz110, won Pens, Teed Neath and 
Aberavon Pet Secee Ord Dec 


Kiex, James Joun, Upton, Norfolk, oie Norwich Pet 
Dec30 Ord Dec 30 


Longs, Jony Baanett, West Bromwich, Coal Dealer West 
Bromwich Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 


Love, Hewry, Sandowa,I of W, Butcher Newport Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 


Hereeet, Earlestown, 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 30 

Owen. Davip, Aberdare, Tailor Aberdare Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dec 30 


Prvcoce, Ricuarp Grorce, and Anruun Pivcock, East- 

urne, Eastbourne Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 30 

Reynoips, Freperick, Stay Hall rd, Stroud Green 
High Court P 


Mavemar. Lanes, Builder 


Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 28 
Ropaers, Freperick, Hope, Derby, Company Promotsr 
Stockport Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 30 
Ssruey, Basit, Harlow, Essex, Corn Merchant Hertford 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 24 
Burren, b Sieaes, Barnsley, Saddler Barnsley Pet Dec 30 


My sean Angene. Clifton st, yd Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
VavaHan wading Southampton 
High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord 
Wurrs, Serer Ma coum, Soathampton, _ South- 
ampton Pet Dee 30 ‘Ord Dec 30 


ew sq, Auctioneer 








Benes COLLEGE, LONDON. 


LONDON INTERMEDIATE AND FINAL LL.B. AND 
SOLICITORS’ INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS. 


Classes _ ~ above are held at the College in the 


=r. ,4 resh course commences for 
raat LL.B. classes, Janu 
Inter. Solicitors’ and Inter. LL.B., 


For full pestiontons, apply to the Srcarrany, King’s 


. VY WU. 


IRKBECK COLLEGE, Bream’s- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, E.C. 

NEW TERM COMMENCES MONDAY, JAN. 4th. 

SPECIAL COURSES of LECTURES ON MERCAN- 
TILE LAW. BANKRUPTCY and COMPANY LAW, 
COMMON LAW, EQUITY, and CONVEYANCING. 
By BEAUMONT MORICE, Esq., LL.B., Barrister-a- 
law,and SAMUEL GREEN, Eaq., M.A., B.C.L., LL.B, 
Rarrister-at- Law. 

Science Classes in all Branches, with good Laboratories, 
Commercial Subjects, Modern Languages, Classics, Litera- 
ture, Political Economy, Logic, Psychology. 


oP oepectius Free on application. 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; Lag ago by result. 

~Particulars on oe personally’ or letter, at 93, 
Chancery Lane, W. 


SOLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS. 


ANTED, one who has taken good 
Honours at bag Solicitors’ Final Exam. or an 
Hovours Law D ive TWO HOURS in the Even- 
nerat TION —# CANDIDATES for 
CITORS' EXAMINATION! 
ly, Laws, care of Hart’s ST eeetaie Offices, Mal- 
Ts House, Arundel-street, Strand, W.C. 


AW.—A Suniie School Man (aged 25; 
admitted A 903) Wants a Junior Conveyanct 
and General Clerks vot to Somerset House work an 
= p iigts Knowledge of Court work; small salary only 














Clifton-gardens, ; Folkestone. 





AW. — City Solicitors Require Convey- | aj 
ancing Clerk, accustomed to work without supervision, 
ughily experienced in Conveyancing and Trust busi- 
rgetic and — bet salary by arran; 
pai ord to A. a of Messrs. Charles Barker & 
irchin-lane, E . 


dm 





OL RETOR. (28; admitted 1899) Desires | 
Managiog Clerkship; has been nine years, including | 
period of articles, with "Gen City firms; experienced > 
Conveyancing and Chancery, with good knowledge of 
Common Law, Company, Probate, and general work ; 
excellent references; salary moderate. 

Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





ANAGING CLERK Wanted; good Con- 

veyancer, experienced in business, not under 30 

ag of age, unadmitted preferred; salary £200.--Write 

H. B., care of Messrs. - & Son, Advertisement 
Offlncs, 44, Chancery-lane, W.. 


ANAGING CLERK.—Wanted, in North 

land, fur General Country Practice, Managin 

Clerk ; “me a salary uired ; ctrinten, | b 

investigation as to character.— Apply, Box 960, care of 
* Solicitors’ Journal" Office, 27, Caakenp-liee, W.c. 








RTICLED PUPIL.—An old-established 
Firm of Chartered Accountants have a Vacancy for a 
Pu re terms, address M. M., care of Street’s, 30, Corn- 


* Box 573, “ Solicitors’ 
| 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


d. 

8 per sheet. 

3 per 20 folios. 
2 per _. 


0 per sheet 
Copies 2 folio. 
APER. —Foolscap, ; Draft, #d #d. ditto; 
ms 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-stzeet, Holborn, E.. 


TRE and THIEF RESISTING SAFE, 
fee ty ay Be hg 2ft. lin. coop, mele’ 
ouaneee boa dy — b - go by two ae io we massive = 
ase fitted ; 

ta ple ed tate, Vai wean suchen 


To Students attending Sa rag 


OMFORTABLE APARTMENTS, with or 
without Board; bath-room and bicycle shed; terms 
moderate. — Apply, Mr. L (Widow of a Solicitor's 
Sy 3, %. OA Clapham Common (West 
e), 8.W. 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 


u 
pis 33 











NHARLES JOHNSTONE TAYLOR, Esq., 
Deceased, late of 17, Manchester-street, W., and of 
the United University Club.—Solicitors or} Bankers who 
may have the custody of, or any information in regard ed 
the Will of the above named, are requested to Communica’ 
with Messrs. Baxrrr & Co. -» 12, Victoria-street, West. 
minster, 8 W. 


ISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP.— 
Notice is hereby given, that the PARTNERSHIP 
heretofore su! S KIRBY, CHARLES FRED GEDGE, ALFRED 
OCTAVIUS KIRBY, CHARLES FREDERIC MILLETT, 
LESLIE LATHOM GEDGE, and HUGH HIPPISLEY 
AYSCOUGH-AYSCOUGH, carrying on business as Solici- 
tors, at No. 11, Great in the Kite & of West- 
cong under the style or of dy & Millett, 
has been DISSOLVED, by mutual pati a the 
31st day of December, 1903, and that the said Sydney Gedge 
and Leslie Lathom war continue to aay = oo but busi- 
under the style or firm of 


Alfred Octa 





aforesaid, under ‘ae "style or firm of Kirby, 
Aysoough. 1st day of January, 1904. 





10 SOLICITORS. —Wanted, £50,000 Mort- 


any 4 &e, eee EO. Parsons & Co., Broad- 


street House, ~ ew 


to £35,008, or Upwards.—Loans 








£7,00 


Em yp by bons 


many fg 


REEHOLD GRUURD - RENTS. — To 
Be Others.—A compact Parcel of £311 Lj 


in populous district; } 
flly-ee properties —@. H. Parcerer, 9, id re only £7 


SOLICITORS. Wanted, by Freeholder, 
raw\ ta New Broad-street, re ny nn 
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Landon Gazetts,—Turspay, Jan, 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ApranAms, Morris, Manor Park, Essex, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec 9 Dec 29 
Auien, Wittiam, Bridgend, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet 
Jan 1 Ord Jani 
Asptanp, Jonn Henry, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Jan1 Ord Jani 
Bettamy, Atsert ArrauR, Loughborough, Grocer 
Leicester Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
Bernstein. Lazaavs, Whitecha — rd, Bootmaker High 
Court Pet Dee 2t Ord Dec 
Briaceorouas, JAMES, Kidderminst r, Commission Agent 
Kidderminster Pet Jani1 Ord Jan1 
~~ Wituiam Henry, Bradford, Publican Bradford 
et Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
me. Catuerine Frances, North Quay, Worcester, 
Licensed Victualler Worcester Pet Dec 30 Ord 


Dec 30 
Brown, Grorar, Oldham, Undertaker Oldham Pet Dec 
31 Ord Dee 31 


Southwell, Notts, Plumber 

Pet Dec 81 Ord Dec 31 

Pontlottyn, Giam, Builder Mer hyr 

Pet Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

oa, Caarurs Henry, Seeds Leeds Pet Dec 31 Ord 
3 


1 
Fry, a Hereert, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 30 Ord 


Siate , Nottingham, Builder Nottingham 
Dee 31_ Ord Dee 31 

—_—— Samu pa jun, New Clifton, Bristol Bristol Pet 
an 2 2 

Hare,T M, Chelsea High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Jan1 


Hawktys, Rev Witttam, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 
15 Ord Dec 31 


Heap, James, Potton, Beds, Builder Bedford Pet Jan 1 
Ori Jan1 


Howakp, Daytrt, Laton, Grocer Luton Pet Jani Ord 
Jan 1 
ee 1Lt1AM, Manchester Manchester PetDeci5 Ord 


Burier, Witiiam Josepn, 
Nottingham 


Davirs, Davin, 
fil 


Pet 


Lone, - Searer, Fulbourn, Cambridge, Farmer 
Cambridge Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Lovetock,.M, Fitzroy rd, Regent’s Park, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 29 

Mawy, Timotuy, Bradford, Fish Salesman Bradfori Pet 
Jan1 Ord Jan 1 

Menpetssonx, S A, Park In, Stoke Newington, 
—* Agent High Court Pet Oct 7 Ord 

30 

Mercrer, 8t Vincent. Red Lion sq, Mothern, Secretary 

High Court Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 30 


Morean, Aaron, Walsall, Grocer Watiais Pet Dee 18 
Dee 31 


Ord D 

Moriz, Epwin James, St Day, Cocenalle 

Victualler Truro Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 

Newaty, WILL1AM Jonny, een, Hay Dealer Liverpool 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 31 

Norris & Giacau., Liverpool, Publishers. Liverpool Pt 
Dec 11 Ord Dec 31 ™ 

PENNELL, Arraur Fraycts, Earl’s Court, South Kensington 

Court Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 30 

Sinver, Grorae James, or Staffs, Surgeon Waleall 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan1 

Simvett, Georce Aurrep, South Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Sreprueyxs, Ricuarp Firrock, Earlestown, Lanes, Under- 
taker Warrington Pet Dee 31 Ord Dec 31 

Srewart, a = TY Pontefract, Slater Wakefield Pet 
Janjl Ord Jani 

Summers, a, Barry, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dee 31 


Wansnen Emerson, a peed Yorks, Printer Bradford 
Pet Jani Ord J 

WAtkrr, i; a Leeds, Florist Leeds Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Dee ¢ 

Warp, Cartes Grorce, Fulham rd, Contractor High 

urt Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 31 


Warrs, Watter Ernest, Newport, Mon, Plumber New- 
port, Mon Pet Jani Ord Jan1 


Amended notice substituted for that Vez in the 
London Gazette of Dec 25 
Barroot, Heyry Caaries, Newington Butts, Fried Fish 
Salesman Portsmouth Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
er Morris, Meow Pes Park, aa Bailder 
11 Bankruptey lags 
ALBRECHT, Ned or my ee Dirge fe Baker Jan 15 at 11 


rey st 
OHN ig aon s Beateed, Qpooee Jan 15 at 3.30 


Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, B: 
Batson, ALFRED ab Laton, eg A coe 15 at 11.30 
Chamber erce, George st, Li 
ey ALBERT conta: Louaboroagh Grocer Jan 13 
at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Brensrem, Lazarus, Whitechapel ry Be rd, Bootmaker Jan 15 
2 ‘Bankru: lags, Carey at 
radford, Publican Jan 15 at 3 
, 29, Bradford 


Boxv, Hewry Cuaves, and Atyuzo Ernest Bonn, Swindon, 
Jewellers Jan 13 at 2 Off Rec, 38, Regent cicus, 


Braptry, Tuomas, Blackburn, Dealer in Incandescent 
Fittings Jan 13at11 County Court house, Blackburn 
Bramnam, Catuenixe Frances, North Quay, Worcester, 
Licensed a Jan 13 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen 


Mary Bourne, Hants, Farmer Jan 14 


st, Salisbury ” 


Licensed 


Jan 14 


ASPLAND, 
Off 


at 1 
Buse *Wirutan fone 
Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, 


st, 
ee eng’ 


Om tee, Endlces 


| 


Butt, Henry, Skegness, Builder Jan 14 at 12.15 Off Rec, 
4and 6, West st, Boston 
Cieave, Artaur, Barnsley, Tobacconist Jan 13 at 10.15 
ff Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnslev 

Coarse, Mitron Atrert, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Baker 
Jan léati1.t5 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Cooper, S1onry Cuarues, Luton. Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Jan 15 at 12.30 Chamber of Commerce, George st, 
Luton 

Eppy, Harry Wacter Wittiam, Molwyn Bay Denbigh, 
Coach Builder Jan 13 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 

Enc arp, Caarir3 Henry, Leeds, Butcher 
OF Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Evaws, Henry, Handsworth, Builder 
Corporation st, Birmingham 

Fry. CHARLES Hereert, Rodley, Leeds Jan 13 at 1130 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

GoopwIn, Lrstir Euus, Wrotham 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Harpive, Coar._es Henry, Leieester, Baker 
Off Ree 1. Berridge st, Leicester 

Hawkins, Wiiuiam, Leicester Jan 13 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1 
Berridge st, I.°iceater 

Heminow'y. Josten, Bentham, Yorks Draper Jan 13 at 
11,0 Of R-e, 16, Cornwallis st, Rarrow in Furness 

Hott, Henry, Arundel st, Strand, Solicitor Jan 18 at 11 
Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Horr, Ricsarp Wiii1am Wourty. West Bromwich Jan 
15 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hustiy, Arraur, Buckingham Palace rd Jan 19 at 12 

Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Jackson, ALFRED ALLIDAY, Shipley, Yorks, Engineer 
Jan 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Jones, Davip Cartes, Swansea, Carpenter Jan 13 at 11.30 
ff Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Kixec. Henry Epwarp, Swansea, Upholsterer Jan 13 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Loncrietp, Atrrep, Birmingham, Carpenter Jan 14 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Luuspon, WriiiaM, Shieldfield, Newcastle on Tyne, Under- 
taker Jan 13 at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
Mawxy, Trvotny, Bradford, Fish Salesman Jan18at3 Off 
ec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Mircuett, Freperick. Paignton, Devon, Builder 
at 2.30 The Queen’s Hotel, Torquay 
Morets, Joun, Lianrhidian, Glam, Farmer Jan 13 at 12 
Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
RiorDAN, T Vincent, Brixton, Surrey 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Roverts, Bensautx, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Commis- 
sion Agent Jan 14 at 12.15 Ship Hotel, Bangor 
Roppis, WitttAm AtFrep, Peckham, Printer Jan 14 at 
12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
RurHeerorp, CHaries, New cut, Lambeth, Fishmonger 
Jan 14at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Sur ra, Henry, waetier Saddler Jan 13 at 10.39 Off Ree, 
7, Regent st, Barnsle 
Suiri, Josep ALBERT. Heduey, Cabinet Maker Jan 15 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Taist ~ — aire, Epwarp, Ingleton, Yorks, Builder Jan 
115 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
inden ge Daxter, Yynshir, nr Pontypridd, 
— Jan 13at 12 135, High st, Merthyr 


Tomes, Henry, Stanford Bishop, Bringstye, Hereford, 
Farmer Jan 13 at 230 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Wacaert, Emerson, Keighley, Yorks, Printer Jan 18 at 
3.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st. Bradford 

Watker, Grorce Wiitiam, Leeds, Florist Jan 13 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

WaAtters, Joun, Aberdare, Builder Jan 14 at 2 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wurre, Epwarp, Ludham, Norfolk 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Wurire, Heyry Maccotm, Southampton, Greengrocer Jan 
l4at3 Off Ree, 172, High st, Southampton 

Witkixson, Harry. Birmingham, Shroud Maker and 
Factor Janl5at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


Jan 14 at 11 


Jan 13 at1l 174, 


Jan 18at 12 Bank- 
Jan 13 at 12 


Jan 15 


Jan 13 at ll 


Jan 13 at 12 Bank- 


Amended notice substituted for that ae ad in the 
London Gazette of Jan 1 


Wice.Leswortha, Jonn, Willsbridge, Glos, Flock Manufac- 
turer Jan9ati12 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application he made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Choncery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JourNAL 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 
post-free. SOLIcttors’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign 30s. 4d. 


REPORTER, in Wrapper, 26s. ; 
Foreign, 288. 


and 


in Wrapper, 52s., 


WEEKLY 


Country or 


Volumes bound at the Office-—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s, 6d. 








THEATRES. 


—= 
ADELPHI. 

THIS EVENING, at 815, THE EARL AND Ty 
GIRL: Messrs. Walter Passmore H. A. Lytton, J. ¢ 
Dixon, M. R. Morand, Elliston, Crompton, Pinder, Childe. 
stone, Torrence, and Robert Evett; Mesdames 
Fraser, Florence Lloyd, Helen Kino: uird, Hart-Dyke 
Phylhs Broughton, and Louie Pounds. ’ 

APOLLO. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, MADAME SHERRY. 
Mesdames Florence St. John, Violet Lloyd, Norma Whalley, 
Ethel Grace, Dorrien Hood. Jessie Broughton, and 
Lincoln; Messrs. W. Louis Bradfield, Mark Kinghorn 
Bertram Binyon, Charles Angelo, Heary Adnes, B. Dadley, 
and Fred Emney. 

COMEDY. 


THIS EVENING, at 80, THE GIRL FROM Kayg, 
Mmes. Kate Cuder, Carrie Moore, Sybil Grey, Hilda Je; 
Maud Darrell, and Millie I vegarde ; Messrs. Aubrey Fitz. 
gerald, W. Cheeseman, Lytton Grey. R. Michaelis, H. 
Maistre, J. Thompson, and Willie Edouin. 


DALY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, A COUNTRY GIRL: Mesgy 
C. Hayden Coffin, Rutland Barrington, Fred Kaye, A, May, 
Willie Warde, C. Dixon, Stamper, and Huntley Wright: 
Mesdames Ethel Irving, Olive Morrell, Topsy Sinden 
Weatherley, Coral, Hirst, Le Hay, Draughn, Erskine, 
Sevening, Webster, and Isabel Jay. 

UKE OF YORK’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, LETTY, by Arthur W. Pinen; 
Miss Irene Vanbrugh, Miss Nanc y Price, Miss Sarah Brooke, 
Miss Beatrice Forbes Robertson; Mr. H. B. Irving, Mr, 
Dion Boucicault, Mr. Fred Kerr, Mr. T. Heslewood, My, 
Ivo Dawson, Mr. Charles Troode, Mr. Dorrington Grimston, 


GARRICK. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE CRICKET ON THE 
HEARTH: Mr. Arthur Bourchier and Miss Violet Van. 
brugh; Messrs. J. H. Barnes, Frank Mills, Jerrold Robert 
shaw ; Misses Jessie Bateman, Empsie Bowman. Webster, 
Grimston, Ewell, Clement, Sidney, Mildmay, Fane, Tither. 


adge. 
HAYMARKET. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, COUSIN KATE: Mr. Cyril 
Maude and Miss Elhs Jeffreys ; Mr. Rudge Harding, Master 
Cyril Smith ; Miss Beatrice Ferrar, Miss Carlotta Addison, 
Miss Gaythorne. At 8.30, SHADES of NIGHT: Mr. Charles 
Allan, Mr. G. Trollope, Miss Marie Linden, Miss Thompson, 

HIS MAJESTY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE DARLING OF THE 
GODS: Mr. Tree, Mr. William Haviland, Mr. Basil Gil, 
Mr. J. Fisher White, Mr. 8. A, Cookson, Mr. Lyn Harding, 
Mr. Cecil Rose, Mr. Eric Leslie, Mr Francis Chamier; Miss 
Lena Ashwell, Miss Maud Hildyard, Miss Hilda Greg, Mm. 
Stanislaus Calharm, Miss Sydney Fairbrother, Miss Mimi 
St. Cyr, Miss E. Inescort. 


IMPERIAL, Westminster. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, MONSIEUR BEAUCATRE: 
Mr. Lewis Waller; Messrs. Edward Ferris, Frank Dyall, 
Thomas Kingston Charles Goodhart, W. Gayer Macaay, 
Harvey Long, Walter Howe, 8S. B. Brereton, Arthur Lewis, 
J. Byron, C. McGuinness ; Mesdamex Grace Lane, Constane 
Walton, Florence Sinclair, Hilton. 

LYRIC. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, THE DUCHESS OF 
DANTZIC: Mesdames Adrienne Augarde, Kitty (Gordon, 
Violet Elliott, Claire Greet, Nellie Souray and Evie Greene; 
Messrs. Holbrook Blinn, Lawrence Rea, H. J. Ford, Philip. 
Roney, A. J. Evelyn, Frank Greene, and Denis O'Sullivan, 


NEW THEATRE. 
Proprietor, Charles Wyndham. Mr. Jolin Donald's Season. 

TV-DAY, at 2.30 and 8. 15, ALICE THROUGH THE 
LOOKING GLASS: Messrs. ” Algernon Newark, Lennox 
Pawle, Tim Ryley, Dallas Welford, Willie Atom, Ene 
Victor, James Lewis ; Mesdames Maidie Andrews, Constance 
Courtenay, Rose Temple, Haidie Hemsley, &c. 

PRINCE OF WALES’. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, THE SCHOOL GIRL: 
Mesdames Edna May, Violet Cameron, Marianne Caldwell, 
Billie Burke, Pauline Chase, Percival, Vidal, Wilkes, Lulu 
Valli, Ruby Celeste, and Marie Studholme ; Messrs. Talleur 
Andrews, Leedham Bantock, O. B. Clarence, John Tresabar, 
Richard Kavanagh, and Ar thur Roberts. 


ST. JAMES’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, THE PROFESSOR’S LOVE 
STORY: Mr. E. 8. Willard; Miss Gracie Leigh; Me 
dames Helen Ferrers, Alice Lonnon, Ada Webster, Rus 
Whytal; Messrs. A. 8. Homewvod, Frederick Velpé, 
Pee lens, H. Cane, H. G. Lonsdale, W. Edmunds, 4 

‘arjeon 


TERRY'S. 
Sole Proprietor, Mr. Edward Terry. 

Season under the Direction of Mr. Frederick Mouillot. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, MY LADY MOLLY: Me 
dames eocine Moore, Sybil Arundale, Andrée Corday, Gaynor 

Rowlands ; Messrs. Richard Green, A..Wiackworth, Walter 
Hyde, J. T. MacCallum. 

VAUDEVILLE. 
Managers, A. and 8. Gatti and Charles Frohman. 

TO-DAY, at 2.0 and 8.0, “THE CHERRY GIRL: Miss 
Kllaline 'Terriss and Mr. Seymour Hicks, Mr. Courtice 
Pounds ; Misses Carmen Hill, Constance Hyem, Kate Vesey, 
Hilda Antony, Dorothy Frostick, Gladys Archbutt ; Messrs. 
E Sillward, Stanley Brett, Murray King, Charle 
Trevor, Master George Hersee. 


WYNDHAWM’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, LITTLE MARY, by J. a 
Barrie: Mr. John Hare, Messrs. Gerald Du Maurier, Erie 
Lewis, Henry Vibart, Clarence Blakiston, A. E. M Matthews, 
Compton Coutts ; Mesdames Nina Bouc icault, Enid oa 
Brunton, Margaret Fraser, Fyfe Alexander. At_ 8.1%, 
THE BUGLE CALL: M dames A. Hill, W. Fraset, 
Helen Rous; Messrs. W. H. Day, Domville, Brooke. 
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